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I then explained the two approaches to
such action which American supporters of
it are now considering:

1. Governor Rockefeller's proposal that
the purpose of the convention be to seek
agreement on a solemn declaration that the
eventual goal is to turn NATO into a Federal
Union, and to fix a tentative timetable for
achieving it by stages.

2. The idea of harnessing the present
monetary danger to the Atlantic Union cart
by calling the convention to “explore the
possibility of creating a common Atlantic
currency, ‘and related matters.'” I stressed
the importance of the three words so quoted:
They allowed the convention to explore also
the political, military, nuclear, and economic
matters that are tightly related to the mone-
tary question, and thus tackle the problem
as a whole, as did our Convention in 1787.

Monsieur X agreed that the monetary peril
was now a much better motive power for
Atlantic Union than was the military one.
He also agreed that 1t was essentlal, however,
to assure that the “related matters” were
added to it. He saw constructive possibili-
ties, too, in having the convention almed at
agreement on federation as the eventual
goal, and on target years for transition to it
in the monetary, economie, nuclear, military,
and political areas. I got the impression
from his attitude toward both approaches
that it might be best to combine them.

About an hour later that day I had a talk
with my old friend, Monsleur ¥, in the key
office he occupies. I told him of the answer
X had given (in boldface type, page 4) to my
question. ¥ found it very significant.

“The readiness of X to participate in such
a Federal Convention means he belleves it
would have the general’s support,” ¥ com-
mented at once. ‘His [X] participation would
be interpreted by everyone to mean the
project had the Gaullist stamp of approval.”

This indicated to me that ¥ considered
X very close indeed to President de Gaulle's
thinking on this subject.

Before telling of my talk with X, I asked
Y the same question that I had asked X. Y
thought the European and especially the
French reaction to such an offer would de-
pend a good deal on its timing. He ex-
plained he meant that action to revise the
NATO treaty must start “well before 1969,
when any ally can withdraw,” and that “be-
tween now and 1969 there will come a mo-
ment when such an American proposal to
federate would go over big.” I suggested that
this moment might be hastened by the
danger of devaluation of the pound bringing
the monetary crisis to a head this autumn.
He agreed it might well be the precipating
factor.

Before coming to Paris I had sent Y the
statement which Senator FRANK CarrsoN had
made May 31, on the occaslon of his coming
on the Board of the Federal Union associa-
tion. In it the Senator had urged that “all
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in NATO cease our towering troubles
on this or that ally” and "begin to explore,
as our forefathers did, whether the basic
fault does not lie in the alliance structure
itself.”

The statement went on to back Governor
Rockefeller's Federal Union proposal. The
Senator’s concluding paragraphs are given
in the box below.

My friend Y told me that on his own
initiative he had ly given the full
Carlson statement to President de Gaulle,
because he found it so important. When he
saw the President again a few days later, he
continued, the general had told him that he
found the statement very interesting, and
had added:

“When the time comes for us to get down
to fundamentals with our American ally, I
shall keep In mind Senator CarLsoN’s state-
ment.”

I am not sure how to interpret these
cryptic words, but was pleased to find that
both Y and my friend Z, to whom I repeated
them, considered them a favorable reaction.
Certainly it would seem a favorable sign that
the Senator’s strong Federal statement not
only was thus read by the general but was
not dismissed as out of the question. Nor
is this all.

PARIS WHITE HOUSE READS F. & U.

When I happened to ask ¥, who gets Free-
dom & Union regularly by airmail, if he had
read a recent article of mine in it, he an-
swered: “I not only read it, but I read every-
thing you write on Atlantic Union, What
is more, I keep them all filed over there
[pointing to a filing cabinet]. And I can as-
sure you, further, that your magazine is also
read and kept on file in the Elysée Palace
[the Paris White House]."

How can all this be accounted for by those
who accept the view of Presldent de Gaulle
held by the State Department and echoed by
most of the U.S. press? If his rejection of
a sincere U.S. Atlantic Federal offer 1s so sure
that there's no use in even sounding him,
why does a Frenchman who knows the gen-
eral's thinking much better than does Sec-
retary Rusk, venture to give him the Carlson
statement?—and get a reaction he deems
favorable?

If the general is moved only by delusions
of grandeur and nationalistic alms, why
should such a magazine as Freedom & Union
be read in his establishment—Ilet alone re-
celve apparently more consideration there
than in the White House? Is the answer
perhaps that the federation we urge gives the
best safeguards against any nation 'domi-
nating Atlantica—and that what the gen-
eral really seeks to block is not closer union
with the United States but any solution of
the Atlantic relationship that lets Washing-
ton continue to dominate?

After leaving Monsieur Y, I saw that eve-
ning my third friend among the dozen “who
have De Gaulle's ear"—Monsieur Z, I had
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seen. him a couple of times before since ar-
riving in Paris, and knew that he too believed
that the General’s door remained open to a
genuine offer by Washington to explore At-
lantic federation. I told him of my talks
with X and Y. (All three have known each
other, of course, for many years, but each
seemed very interested in what the other two
had sald to me on our common concern.)

Z shared Y’s view of the significance of X's
answer to my question and interpreted it in
much the same way. He was pleased to
learn that Y had handed Senator CARLSON'S
plea for federal union to the General and got
the reaction he did. Monsieur Z made some
concrete suggestions—which I cannot di-
vulge now—on what should be done next to
advance our cause in France.

My talks with X and Y clearly encouraged
Z in the Atlantic Union views and hopes he
had previously expressed to me. They left
him sharing the conclusion which I myself
drew from my talks with all three De Gaull-
ist friends that day—June 22—and expressed
that night in my notebook in these words:
“Am confirmed in the thought that if the
United States offers Federal Unlon to France
it will have a good reception.” They left Z,
as they did me, cheered by the most optl-
mistic conclusion I heard that day. It came
from Monsieur ¥; his parting words when I
left his office were these:

“You know, mon cher, I think that one of
these days practically everyone is going to
wake up and find he was an Atlantic Peder-
alist all along.” 1

18 “ s :

The statement by Senator Carrson, re-
ferred to in Mr. Streit’s article, was is-
sued May 31. In it the Kansas Repub-
lican and member of the Senate
Relations Committee urged Atlantic Fed-
eral Union. Here was his concluding
comment:

Obviously the goal of Federal Union in-
volves great difficulties—but I belleve they
are much less “towering and troubling” than
those which President Johnson agrees we
face by our present course.

It will take time, of course, to reach this
goal—and how much time do we have left?
We must speed action—and we shall hasten
it greatly merely by joining with our allles
in a solemn Declaration that our final ob-
Jective is an Atlantic Unlon. When we have
reached that agreement, can we not agree on
a tentative timetable for reaching the goal?

Once we Americans declded to send men
to the Moon, we fixed a time for achieving
even that unprecedented goal—and our At-
lantic goal 18 not unprecedented. In our
own history we have the best of precedents
for Federal Unlon of the Free. It must en-
courage us to lead now in this enterprise of
bringing more of Heaven down to Earth—
a truly “towering"” enterprise, but not a
troubling one.

SENATE

Fripay, SEpTEMBER 10, 1965

(Legislative day of Wednesday, Septem~-
ber 8,1965)

The Senate met at 10 o’clock a.m., on
the expiration of the recess, and was
called to order by the Vice President.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

O God of hope, as even through the
dust of conflict and through battle flame,
youthful warriors from our hearts and
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homes are contending far away that
freedom’s glorious light shall not be ex-
tinguished, we turn to Thy ever-waiting
presence where, beyond these voices of
tumult, there is peace. Even as we gaze
at the ghastly havoc when man for-
sakes Thy light of truth, and defies Thy
law of love, we thank Thee for a vision
of the new earth, the glory of whose
coming has been heralded by the proph-
ets of old.

We rejoice in the newborn hopes with
which an awakening world is thrilling,
and for the rainbows of a fairer earth
which are seen by faith through the
tears and terrors of today’s conflict.

Grant that our dear land may play its
full part in the fulfillment for all men of
the bow of promise now arching the
stricken earth, foretelling a social order
where each people shall enrich the world
with the gifts of its excellence when Thy
Kingdom comes.

We ask it in the Redeemer’s name.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday,
September 9, 1965, was dispensed with.
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MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed a bill (H.R. 6277) to
amend the Foreign Service Act of 1946,
as amended, and for other purposes, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to a concurrent reso-
lution (H. Con. Res. 468) to recognize
the World Law Day, in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H.R. 6277) to amend the
Foreign Services Act of 1946, as amended,
and for other purposes, was read twice
by its title and referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations.

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ACT OF
1965

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair

lays before the Senate the unfinished
business.
- The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 9811) to maintain farm
income, to stabilize prices and assure ade-
quate supplies of agricultural commodi-
ties, to reduce surpluses, lower Govern-
ment costs and promote foreign trade,
to afford greater economic opportunity
in rural areas, and for other purposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
unanimous-consent  agreement, the
amendment of the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. Tarmance] is the pending question.

The time on the amendment is con-
trolled equally by the Senator from Geor-
gia and the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
ELLENDER].

CALL OF CERTAIN MEASURES ON
THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, Iask
unanimous consent that, aside from the
time allocated, I may call up at this time
certain measures on the calendar to
which there is no objection, beginning
with Calendar No. 674.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will state the first bill.

MAJ. ALEXANDER F. BEROL, US.
ARMY, RETIRED

The bill (H.R. 3684) for the relief of
Maj. Alexander F. Berol, U.S. Army, re-
tired, was considered, ordered to a third
reading, read the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
Recorp an excerpt from the report (No.
692), explaining the purposes of the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

PURPOSE

The purpose of the proposed legislation is
to relieve Maj. Alexander F. Berol, U.S. Army
(retired), of Oreland, Pa., of liability to the
United States in the amount of $3,161.28,
based upon compensation pald him for serv-
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ice rendered the United States while em-
ployed as a civilian by the Department of
the Navy from January 7 through Septem-
ber 13, 1963, which employment was sub-
sequently ruled to have been in violation
of the Dual Office Act.

CLARENCE L. ATU AND OTHERS

The bill (H.R. 8351) for the relief of
Clarence L. Aiu and others was con-
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the report
{Znnl'i). 693), explaining the purposes of the

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

PURPOSE

The purpose of the bill is to provide reim-
bursement in the amounts set forth in the
bill to 62 employees of the Federal Aviation
Agency stationed on Guam for losses of, and
damage to, personal property, and in some
cases for expenses incident to evacuation,
resulting from Typhoon EKaren on November
11, 1962,

A. T. LEARY

The bill (H.R. 9854) for the relief of
A. T. Leary was considered, ordered to a
third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the report
l()quli)' 691), explaining the purposes of the

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

PURPOSE

The purpose of the bill is to pay to A, T.
Leary of Beaufort, N.C., $3,778.02, to reim-
burse him for amounts paid to the United
States as employee and employer taxes
under the Railroad Retirement Tax Act,
which were not credited to his retirement
account, so as to provide the basis for retire-
ment under that act, nor refunded to him.
This amount was pald to the Government in
connection with services performed by him
in connection with the operation of the
Beaufort & Morehead Railroad Co.

M. SGT. RICHARD G. SMITH,
U.S. AIR FORCE, RETIRED

The bill (H.R. 1892) for the relief of
M. Sgt. Richard G. Smith, U.S. Air Force,
retired, was considered, ordered to a third
reading, read the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorDp an excerpt from the report
(No. 694), explaining the purposes of the
bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

PURPOSE

The purpose of the proposed legislation is
to relieve M. Sgt. Richard G, Smith, U.S., Air
Force (retired), of all liability to repay to
the United States the sum of $790.44, rep-
manting overpa.yments made by the Depart-
ment of the Air Force resulting from an er-
roneous credit of mngevlt.y pay. The pay-
ments were for basic pay, accrued leave, and
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a reenlistment bonus. Payments were made
between 1948 and 1963. The legislation fur-
thermore allows for credit in the accounts of
any certified or disbursing officer for the
amounts involved. Refund is authorized of
any amounts repaid by or withheld from the
claimant.

WALTER K. WILLIS

The bill (H.R. 8218) for the relief of
Walter K. Willis was considered, ordered
to a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 695), explaining the purposes
of the bill,

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:

PURPOSE

The purpose of the proposed legislation is
to relieve Mr. Walter K. Willis of all liability
to repay $726.73, representing the aggregate
amounts received by him from the Depart-
ment of the Air Force, as a result of adminis-
trative error on the part of the Department,
for (1) accrued leave at the time of his dis-
charge on January 22, 1862, as an enlisted
member of the U.S. Air Force, and (2) pay
and allowances for 50 days of leave taken by
him, in excess of his entitlement, during the
period beginning May 16, 1960, and ending
January 12, 1961.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President,
that concludes the call of the calendar.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous
consent that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of the Executive Calendar
to consider nominations for the Depart-
ment of Justice only.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator
from Montana?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to the consideration of execu-
tive business.

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be
no reports of committees, the nomina-
tions in the Department of Justice on
the Executive Calendar will be stated.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations in the Department
of Justice.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the nomi-
nations be considered en bloe.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nominations are considered
and confirmed en bloc.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Presi-
dent be notified immediately of the con-
firmation of these nominations.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the President will be notified
forthwith.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

On request of Mr. MANsSFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the Senate resumed
the consideration of legislative business.
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FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ACT OF
1965

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 9811) to maintain farm
income, to stabilize prices and assure
adequate supplies of agricultural com-
modities, to reduce surpluses, lower Gov-
ernment costs and promote foreign trade,
to afford greater economic opportunity
in rural areas, and for other purposes.

Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that there be a
quorum call, the time consumed for the
call to be equally divided.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MonTovA in the chair). Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

Who yields time?

Mr, TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
vield 20 minutes to the distinguished jun-
ior Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. RUSSELL of South Carolina. Mr.
President, at the outset, let me say that
I associate myself with the remarks made
by my colleagues on the committee by
way of tribute to the distinguished and
able chairman of the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry, the Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER].

I am the youngest member of that
committee. I heard remarks concern-
ing the difficulties encountered in filling
the membership of his committee. I am
sure the chairman will recall that I am
not one of those who were drafted on his
committee, but one who enlisted with
great enthusiasm and great zeal.

I have felt very much rewarded, espe-
cially because of his graciousness, his un-
flagging courtesy at all times, and his
tolerance of the viewpoints of others, but,
above all, the encyclopedic knowledge on
all agricultural matters of the distin-
guished chairman.

I have found the chairman to be a
wise mentor at all times on the prob-
lems of agriculture, except in one field,
I regret to say: namely, cotton.

I enjoyed with a great deal of interest
the fine comments made by the chair-
man of the importance of agriculture in
the life of this Nation. I share with him
the feeling that the strength of this
Nation lies as much in its ability to feed
and clothe itself as it does in its armor,
or even in the wisdom of its leadership.

This Nation is peculiarly fortunate
that it can say with pride that it is the
best fed and best clothed nation in his-
tory. I believe that is a basic element in
the strength of America and one of the
real reasons why, today, we enjoy world
leadership.

To a large extent, this situation is due
to the American farmer. He is entitled
to consideration for that reason. He has
achieved it not by being inefficient in
many things, but has proved that he is
as efficient as anyone in the economy.

In recent years, the productivity of
American farmers has outpaced the pro-
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ductivity of the industrial worker in
America. We were very much interested
in certain figures presented by a distin-
guished economist—who comes from my
own State of South Carolina—who ap-
peared before the committee and who,
by his statistics, established that in the
past few years the productivity of the
American farmer increased 176 percent,
as contrasted with only a 56-percent in-
crease in the productivity of the indus-
trial worker.

In short, the American farmer is in-
creasing his produectivity at a rate 21
times as fast as the industrial worker.

Yet this is, in truth, the tragedy of the
American farmer.

Unlike the industrial worker, the
American farmer has not been able to
translate this increase in productivity
into a corresponding increase in income.

As we all know, in the past 2 years the
share of the American farmer in the con-
sumer’s dollar to buy goods and services
has been decreasing.

Certain figures published in an out-
standing national magazine a week or so
ago indicated that in the past 20 years
the share of the American farmer in the
consumer’s dollar had dropped 15
percent.

Again, I am referring to the statistics
presented by the able economist who
comes from my own State, which estab-
lished the fact that since 1954 the in-
come of the farmer was decreasing at
the rate of 1.4 percent a year, as con-
trasted with an increase in income of
the wage earner of 3.3 percent during
the same period of time.

It is significant that the nonfarm pop-
ulation enjoys an income, according to
his statistics, 86 percent greater than the
farm family. Today 43 percent of the
farm families have an income of $3,000
or less. In short, 43 percent of the
population on the farms fall in the pov-
erty group, as contrasted with 14 percent
of the nonfarm population.

I believe, therefore, that it is obvious
that we must have a farm program. All
recognize the reason for this. The farm-
er does not have the same opportunity
that the manufacturer has to regulate
and control his production against de-
mand, and thus stabilize prices. For
that very reason, there is justification and
need for a farm program. I believe that
the farmer deserves it. The man who
provides America with the strength to be
a have nation and not a have-not nation
in the way of food and clothing, deserves
consideration at the hands of this Gov-
ernment.

We should realize that, if we do not
have such a program, the ultimate cost
to this Government may be far greater
than the cost of any farm program. If
we do not have a sound farm program,
if we were to destroy American agricul-
ture, thousands of farm families would
be forced into the already overcrowded
slums of our great cities. They would be
added to the already overburdened pub-
lic assistance rolls. They would demand
increased public housing, and they
would contribute to an increase in the
dangerous social situation in many of our
cities.
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I believe that the cost of a sound pro-
gram is far less than what the cost would
be if we were to destroy American agri-
culture, especially when we consider the
value of agriculture to the national econ-
omy and to the strength of this Nation.

We cannot afford not to have a farm
program. If is not a waste of money. It
is sound economy. This does not mean,
I hasten to add, that we should not
have a sensible and reasonable and sound
farm program, one that will impose as
small a burden as possible on the tax-
payers.

A sound farm program must have three
basic and fundamental objectives.

First. It must seek to maintain, and
insofar as ‘practical, to increase the
farmers’ income. -

Second. It must seek to achieve a bet-
ter balance between production and con-
sumption, and it must do so by the use
of both the tools of curtailing produc-
tion, and, insofar as possible, inereasing
the consumption at home and abroad.

Third. It should seek to reduce Gov-
ernment cost.

In 1964, by agnendment to the Agricul-
tural Act, we made progress in develop-
ing a sound, sensible, and economiecal
farm program. It has been remarkably
successful in the field of feed grains and
wheat. . We have seen the stock of both
of those crops decreasing. We have
seen the income of the farmers engaged
in those fields maintained.

We have achieved real progress in that
direction. As this month’s issue of For-
tune magazine indicates, we are on the
road to meeting the problem in those two
fields, but we have a problem in the field
of cotton, and it is particularly to that
field that I wish to address myself.

The act of 1964 established the one-
price cotton system for the first time. It
has often been criticized. It is said that
it has not achieved results, despite the
fact that it has been advocated consist-
ently by President Eisenhower, Presi-
dent Kennedy, and President Johnson.
I do not subscribe to the idea that the
one-price cotton system, established in
1964, was a failure or should be criti-
cized. :

It has shown real progress. It has not
done all that was expected of it, not all
that was anticipated, but it has repre-
sented progress.

First of all, it has increased domestic
consumption. It may be said that it did
not inerease domestic consumption as
much as its advocates said that it would.
However, the significant fact is that it
increased domestic consumption more
than it had been increased in any year
csince the two-price system was inaugu-
rated in the cotton industry. I do not
believe that we should fault any program
that increases the consumption of a
product 600,000 bales a year. Moreover,
I believe that this is only a beginning,
because, as a result of the establishment
of the one-pfice cotton system and the
establishment of a fair and just method
of marketing cotton to the cotton mills,
there has come a new opportunity, a new
hope, and a new vitality imparted to the
textile industry. New mills are being
projected. Employment is being ex-
panded. - Wages are being increased.
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I read this morning in the Wall Street
Journal an article concerning an oe-
currence in my own State. In a small
community in South Carolina a little mill
that was decayed, one which people ex-
pected to close and throw hundreds of
people out of employment, announced
vesterday that it was going to spend $2
million to modernize the mill and expand

loyment. That has occurred because
we have a one-price cotton system, The
textile industry has confidence in its
tomorrow. There will be an increase—
an increase in employment, an increase
in wages, and an increase in opportunity
for the cotton farmer, the cotton worker,
and the cotton manufacturer. It may be
said that the cotton manufacturer has
increased his income. I am happy that
he has, If the cotton manufacturer were
not making a profit, he would not be ex-
panding, and he would not be maintain-
ing his plants. He would not be provid-
ing steady employment. He would not
be increasing wages.

I want all those things. I know that
we cannot have them unless we have a
profitable and not a decaying industry.
Furthermore, as a result of the one-price
cotton system, we are increasing the
wages of the textile workers of this coun-
try. In anticipation of the enactment
of the one-price cotton system in 1964,
there was a 5-percent increase in wages.
Since that time there have been two in-
creases, of 5 percent each.

As a result, there has been an increase
in the income of workers in States such
as my own. There is a great deal of
discussion about how much it has been
and how much it has amounted to.

I have before me a clipping from a
newspaper published in the capital of
my own State only a week ago, in which
the statement is made as to the increase
in the weekly wage of textile workers in
South Carolina between July 1964 and
July 1965. Weekly wages increased from
$73.99 to $83.81, or a little better than a
12-percent increase in a single year.

I also have in my hand the text of
an interview with a distinguished repre-
sentative of the Texile Workers Union of
America, a representative of the union
in the Rock Hill area of my State.

He said the effect of the one-price cot-
ton in this area was to boost textile pay-
rolls by an estimated $12 million in a
period of about 15 months.

Mr. Ray Berthiaume, area represent-
ative for the Textile Workers Union in
the Rock Hill area, one of the most
knowledgeable men in the industry, con-
cludes this interview with the following
statement—and this is a representative
of the union:

The entire industry will suffer without the
one-price cotton. The mills will go more
and more to synthetics and the cotton in-

dustry, as we have known it, will go out of
existence.

That statement shows exactly how
one-price cotton has contributed to the
improvement of the income of textile
workers of this Nation. It is said that
there has been no decrease in prices, and
that that was promised if we enacted
one-price cotton legislation. It must be
considered that for some cloth prices,
there have been increases in cost and
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price in the past year or 15 months, but
in the less sophisticated manufacturing
areas, where the raw product plays a
prominent role, there has been a decrease
in the price of cloth. This is shown on
page 658, volume 2, of the hearings.

There are listed the prices of unfin-
ished cotton cloth. It will be noticed
that where the raw product is not the
dominating factor, but where supply and
labor enter into the picture, there has
been an increase; but if one looks at the
areas where raw cotton has a more dom-
inant part in cost, it will be seen that
there has been a decrease in price.

If Senators will look at page 1228 of
the hearings, at the table dealing with
yarn, where the raw cotton cost is the
predominant factor, it will be found that

the price of yarn decreased in that field

after the passage of one-price cotton
legislation more than the price of cotton
decreased.

So I submit that there has been a rea-
sonable decrease in price—not as much
as was anticipated, but certainly a sound
adjustment in relation to the one-price
cotton system. More than that, it has
arrested the shift, the erosion of cotton
usage by synthetics.

During the first year of the operation
of the one-price system we began to see
that the share of synthetics in the mar-
ket for the first time showed a slight
reduction. We are maintaining and bet-
tering the position of cotton.

So T submit that the one-price cotton
system has not been a failure. It has
achieved real success in certain areas,
particularly in the area of increasing
domestic consumption. Where the sys-
tem has failed has been in the fact that
there was a drop in exports and an in-
crease in production. Without question,
all must agree that stocks of cotton have
been increasing at an alarming rate.

We note that by the end of this sea-
son we shall probably be reaching close
to a 16-million-bale carryover. We must
stop that overproduction of cotton. The
fundamental question, therefore, in de-
veloping a sound cotton program, is not
the abandonement, of the one-price cot-
ton system, which has aided us so much
in increasing domestic consumption;
what we must have is a program that
will enable us, first, to increase exports;
and second, to curtail unnecessary pro-
duction.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MoN-
ToYA in the chair). The Senator’s time
has expired.

Mr. TALMADGE. How much time
does the Senator wish?

Mr. RUSSELL of South Carolina.
minutes.

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield 10 minutes
to the Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. RUSSELL of South Carolina. We
have before us two proposals dealing
with this question. One is generally
referred to as the Ellender bill, which
was approved by the Agriculture Com-
mittee by a single vote. The other is
what has been appropriately called the
Talmadge bill. It was rejected by the
same committee by a single vote.

There is a fundamental difference be-
tween the two bills. The Ellender bill
would abandon one-price cotton. It

Ten
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would disclaim any interest in anybody
but the cotton producer. Some of those
who advocated it said there should be
no concern with anybody except the
grower. I do not subscribe to that. If
we are to write a sensible bill, it must
be one that serves the interests of the
cotton producer and the consumer.
There is no use trying to grow cotton
unless we can develop a market for it.

Therefore, we have an interest and
concern and obligation to legislate for
the grower, the mill owner, the mill
worker, and the taxpayer. That is the
only way to legislate—in the public
interest.

We are talking about a bill that would
result in an increase of cotton by 600
million bales a year.' I submit that that
would be folly indeed. It is true that
under the Ellender bill there is a pawn,
a sop, of 3 cents; but basically and es-
sentially we would abandon the one-
price system. I submit that it would be
folly for us to do so.

There is a second fundamental dif-
ference.

Both the Ellender bill and the Tal-
madge bill recognize and accept the as-
sumption that there must be a curtail-
ment in the production of cotton. Sig-
nificantly enough, the same figure is
used as a goal; namely, 35 percent of
the production.

The difference between the two bills
is significant. The Ellender hill is a
purely voluntary bill. All the curtail-
ment that it would bring about must
and will be voluntary. On the con-
trary, under the Talmadge proposal,
there is a 10-percent mandatory reduc-
t}on and a 25-percent voluntary reduc-
tion.

Furthermore, under the two bills the
prices are different. Under the Ellen-
der bill, a loan price of 28 cents is to
be maintained. A premium of 7 cents
would be paid in order to induce the
farmer voluntarily to reduce production.
If he reduces to 65 percent, he receives
35 cents. If he does not reduce that
amount, he receives 28 cents. On the
other hand, under the other basis, we
are balancing against the world price
and against the loan price of 21 cents
a pound.

There can be no difference of opinion
about which of these plans would bring
about a real curtailment in production.
The plan that imposes the mandatory
10 percent plus the 25-percent volun-
tary reduction assures more of a curtail-
ment, more of an approach to the goal
of a 35-percent reduction than the plan
that is wholly voluntary.

What would happen with no manda-
tory program? That would mean bid-
ding against 28-cent cotton. The only
ones who are likely to come in under
the voluntary program are the marginal
producers, those with the least produc-
tive acres. Those who had highly pro-
ductive acres would not participate.
They would continue to produce the 28-
cent-price cotton.

That is the reason why, if we look
at the estimates prepared by the De-
partment of Agriculture and submitted
to the Congress, it will be seen that un-
der the Ellender bill, it is estimated that
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in the first year there would be a re-
duection of only 100,000 bales in surplus
cotton stocks, whereas under the Tal-
madge bill, there would be approxi-
mately a 1-million-bale reduction.

If a major part of the problem is re-
ducing our surplus stocks, and one plan
offers only the promise of a 100,000-bale
reduction and the other promises a re-
duction of approximately 1 million bales,
how can there be any difference of opin-
ion as to which is the superior plan for
the cotton industry, for the Nation, and
for the taxpayer? If the goal is to cur-
tail production, there can be only one
answer, and that is that the substitute
motion offered by the able Senator from
Georgia [Mr. Taimancel should be
adopted.

I point out further that in the first
year, the advantages to the cotton
farmer under the Talmadge bill are
equal to—and in my opinion better
than—under the Ellender bill. If one
reduced his acreage in production to 65
percent of his domestic allotment, he
would receive 35 cents a pound under the
Ellender plan. Under the Talmadge bill,
the grower would receive 35.65 cents a
pound, or a little better than half a cent
a pound more.

Under the Ellender plan, he has no
option other than to reduce to 65 per-
cent, or come in under the loan program
at 28 cents a pound. But under the
Talmadge plan, he can go up to 75 per-
cent, curtailing only 25 percent, in which
event he will receive about 34 cents for
his cotton; or he can curtail only to 90
percent, the mandatory part, and receive
between 29 and 30 cents. He has far
more options. He would receive a better
cash return the first year under the Tal-
madge plan than under the Ellender bill.

It is said that the Talmadge proposal
does not write out specifically what the
income of the farmer would be in the
years succeeding the last 3 years. But
I am persuaded, and I am sure that other
Senators will be persuaded, that the Sec-
retary of Agriculture will not permit the
level of income of the cotton farmer to
drop, and that he will order diversion
payments sufficient to enable the cotton
farmer to maintain his income.

Moreover, I call particular attention
to two other facets of the farm legis-
lation proposed by the Senator from
Georgia [Mr, TALMADGE], :

Under both the Ellender bill and the
Talmadge bill, the small farmer with 10
acres is protected. His entire acreage is
treated as domestic allotment. Under
neither proposal is he forced to curtail
production. Under both, he receives the
full amount payable to one fully com-
plying. He would receive, therefore, 35
cents under the Ellender plan, and 35.65
cents under the Talmadge plan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator’s time has expired.

Mr. RUSSELL of South Carolina.
May I have about 2 minutes more?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the Senator is recognized
for 2 additional minutes.

Mr. RUSSELL of South Carolina.
Therefore, I submit that the cotton pro-
ducer has at least the same if not
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slightly improved rights under the Tal-
madge bill.

Let me mention two other things.
Under the treatment of diverted acres
provided in the Ellender bill, the farmer
can produce anything that is not covered
by a commodity program. He can begin
producing soybeans.

At the present time soybeans consti-
tute one of the most profitable of crops
for our farmers. But if we were to con-
vert all the diverted areas to the produc-
tion of soybeans, we would create in soy-
beans exactly the same problem we have
today with cotton. In solving one prob-
lem, we would have created a new one.

But as Senators will note, under the
Talmadge plan, the converted acres can
be used only to produce what the Secre-
tary finds will not become a surplus crop.
Therefore, there would be no production
of soybeans.

A second feature: TUnder the Tal-
madge bill, one-half the diversion pay-
ment would be made to the farmer as
soon as he signed up. He would receive
the other 50 percent whenever there was
evidence of performance. He would re-
ceive his diversion payments before he
harvested his crop, at a time when he
could use them to pay for his fertilizer
and to finance the creation of his crop.
That is a consideration of substantial
value. ;

If we look at this bill from the stand-
point of the cotton farmer, the cotton
manufacturer, the cotton mill worker,
and above all the taxpayer, this is a pro-
gram which the Department estimates
will eost three-quarters of a billion dol-
lars less than the Ellender bill over the
period of the life of the bill. I submit
that however we match them, the Tal-
madge proposal represents the superior
approach to the dilemma of cotton, and
I earnestly and sincerely hope the Sen-
ate will approve the substitute submitted
by the distinguished and able Senator
from Georgia, to whom I pay particular
tribute. I express gratitude both per-
sonally and on behalf of all centers of the
textile industry and the cotton industry,
for the fine contribution he has made to
the solution of the problem that besets
the cotton farmer, the cotton manufac-
turer, and the cotton world.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON].

BENATE COMMITTEE COTTON PROVISIONS

CONSTRUCTIVE

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, the
cotton provisions contained in the farm
hill reported by the Senate Agriculture
Committee are designed primarily to
protect the income of cotton producers
and to preserve and implement several
previous determinations by the Congress
that have worked well for both the entire
cotton industry and the consuming pub-
lie.

The bill would preserve the parity con-
cept, which is the only realistic indica-
tor of the relationship between what it
costs to produce a crop and what that
crop finally brings in the marketplace.
The parity concept in a real sense meas-
ures the success or failure of farm pro-
grams and should be continued without
question.
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The farmer’s right to produce his full
allotment without penalty and with full
eligibility for price supports would be
preserved. This right to produce is basic
to the maintenance of cotton farm in-
come and the economies of cotton com-
munities, as well as to the future well-
being of the entire cotton industry.

The national minimum acreage allot-
ment of 16 million acres would be pre-
served. Continuation of the minmmum
allotment is essential to convince foreign
countries that we are not surrendering
our production base and that we will in-
sist on our fair share of the world cot-
ton market.

Under the bill, the present surplus
would be reduced in an orderly manner.
Cotton’s role in the defensive strength of
the United States and the free world
would be maintained and there would be
adequate reserves to provide a cushion
against an unwarranted increase in con-
sumer prices. The reduction would be
accomplished through a voluntary re-
duction in farm acreage allotments and
through increased export sales of our
cotton. :

Mr. President, as we all know, last
year the distinguished Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] opposed, and
warned the Senate about, too heavy a
subsidy to the textile mills,

Most textile stocks in the past 3 or 4
years have at least doubled in value. I
noted in the newspaper this morning that
one of the world’s greatest textile manu-
facturers, headed by a good friend, just
made more money than it ever made be-
fore in its history.

There is a “choice” plan for the cotton
producer which would permit him to
plan his operations to suit his individual
situation. The wide variations in land
capability and farming conditions pecu-
liar to the Cotton Belt require a “choice”
program to sustain the income of indi-
vidual producers and to insure fully ade-
quate supplies of cotton at reasonable
prices.

The bill would provide a 4-year pro-
gram under which farmers could make
long-range production decisions in the
purchase of farm equipment, land forma-
tion and other capital investments while
considering alternative land uses.

Implementation of section 203 of the
Agricultural Act of 1956 would be as-
sured. Our cotton would be made, and
kept, competitive in world markets by
authorizing and directing the Secretary
of Agriculture to accept bids for cotton
for export at prices in line with those
quoted on the world market.

The principal weakness of the current
program, which would be continued by
the House-passed bill, is the requirement
for a single-price system regardless of
freight rate differentials between domes-
tic and foreign points and fluctuating
conditions in world markets that are in
no way related to normal functions of
the domestic market. It is quite clear
that domestic and export pricing policies
must be separated if we are to reestablish
and maintain a workable pricing ar-
rangement in the world market that
would hold and increase markets for our
cotton and keep costs to the Govern-
‘ment within' reasonable bounds.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 5 additional
minutes to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr., President,
what I say has reference not only to
cotton and agriculture. One of the sad-
dest aspects of recent developments—
economic, fiscal, and monetary—in the
United States is a continuing loss of
markets in many fields with respect to
foreign trade. Naturally it is closely
correlated with our continuing loss, for
the past 16 years, of gold bullion, on
which the value of our currency is based.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Would the Sena-
tor let me finish my statement?

Mr. PASTORE. Will he answer a
question on my time? 3

Mr. SYMINGTON. I shall be glad to
do so, if the Senator will permit me to
finish my statement.

The cost of the program would be
reasonable in view of the importance of
our cotton industry and the fact that
much of our surplus has been created by
not maintaining a “fair share” of the
world market for our cotton.

The bill provides a payment in kind to
the cotton trade for the benefit of domes-
‘tic users of cotton which, when con-
sidered along with lower price levels to
producers of the past 2 years, would
keep cotton reasonably competitive with
manmade fibers in the domestic market.

In summary, the bill would protect
farm income and production levels, hold
and expand markets, and protect the in-
terests of the consuming public. Ex-
perience the past year shows that the
cotton farmer and the taxpayer cannot
afford a continuation of the so-called
one-price system as provided by the
House-passed bill. The American Cot-
ton Producer Associates has prepared an
analysis of the results of this system dur-
ing its first year of operation.

ONE YEAR RESULTS OF ONE-PRICE COTTON
PROGRAM

Mr. President, first the analysis points
out that cotton’s share of the domestic
fiber market dropped by more than a full
percentage point to a record low of 54.5
percent. Even though domestic con-
sumption of cotton increased by 500,000
bales, manmade fibers' share of the do-
mestic fiber market climbed fo a record
high of 41 percent.

Second. The 500,000-bale increase in
the domestic market cost the farmer
$12.50 per bale in price reductions on his
total production, and cost the taxpayer
an additional $32.50 per bale in textile
mill subsidies on every bale that went
into domestic consumption. The com-
bined cost to the farmer and to the tax-
payer was $45 per bale or a total cost of
$409,500,000. The average per-bale cost
of the 500,000-bale increase amounted to
$819 per bale or about 614 times the value
of the cotton involved.

Third. Cotton farm income dropped
from $2,784 million in 1963 to $2,546 mil-
ion in 1964—a reduction of more than 8
percent even though the 1964 crop was
equally as large as the 1963 crop.

Fourth. Textile mill margins increased
almost 40 percent. The difference be-
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tween cloth prices and cotton prices in-
creased from an average of 26.19 cents in
April 1964 to 36.49 cents in April 1965.

Fifth. Prices of cotton cloth increased
in spite of the $45-per-bale reduction in
the price of raw cotton. The value of
cloth obtainable from a pound of cotton
increased from 61.82 cents in April 1964
to 63.89 cents in April 1965.

Sixth. Cost of the program to the Gov-
ernment increased by the amount of the
domestic mill subsidy.

Seventh. Exports of U.S. cotton
dropped from 5.6 million bales in the
previous year to 4 million bales. This
is what I referred to a few moments ago
with respect to foreign trade.

Eighth. Imports of cotton textiles into
the United States for the first 56 months
of 1965 were equivalent to 307,000 bales of
cotton, up nearly 20 percent from the
same months of the previous year.

Ninth. Considering the increase of
500,000 bales in domestic consumption
and the decrease of 1.6 million bales in
exports, the total off-take of cotton
dropped 1.1 million bales.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 1 more min-
ute to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Tenth. The carry-
over of cotton increased about 2 million
bales to the second highest level in his-
tory.

It is for these reasons that I intend
to vote for the cotton provisions as re-
ported by the Senate Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry. I would hope that
these provisions will meet with the ap-
proval of the Senate and the conference
committee.

Now I am glad to yield to my able and
respected friend, the Senator from Rhode
Island.

Mr. PASTORE. I have always had
great admiration for my distinguished
friend from Missouri and for his deep
sense of good conscience and fairness.

First, as a prelude, none of us wants
to do anything that would injure the
cotton farmers of America. I would be
the last to do so.

Does the Senator consider it to be
morally right to sell to a foreign pro-
ducer who competes in the American
market with the domestic consumer?
Does he think it morally correct to allow
the foreign producer, who competes with
the American producer in America, to
buy the raw material that goes into that
production at a cheaper price than the
American farmer has to pay for it? Is
it morally right to do so?

Mr. SYMINGTON. There is nobody
who respects more the high moral char-
acter of the distinguished Senator from
Rhode Island than the Senator from
Missouri. But I do not believe this a
question of morality.

The profits textile manufacturers
have been netting have been steadily
improving, to the point where they are
now at alltime records. Although I
cannot answer the question on the basis
of morality, I would answer this way:

The income of the cotton farmers of
Missouri, based on their acreage, has
been driven down steadily for years. At
the same time, the profits of textile
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manufacturers have gone up steadily,
during the same years.

With that premise, I would think it is
not a question of morality. Rather
whether once more, on the floor of the
Senate, we are to discriminate against
people who live in the rural areas of the
United States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. ELLENDER. I understand there
is. a discussion.

Mr. PASTORE. If it is a discussion.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator from
Rhode Island asked the question.

Mr. PASTORE. I asked the question,
but I did not ask for a speech. I did
not get the answer yet.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, PrROX~
MIRE in the chair). Who yields time?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 5 minutes to
the distinguished Senator from Missis-
sippi.

Mr, STENNIS. Mr. President, I know
that some phases of the Talmadge plan
look good on paper, but from the view-
point of the cotton farmer or cotton pro-
ducer the trend of the plan is to take the
whole program away from the producers
and to put the emphasis and benefits in
hands of other groups in our economy.

From the outset of the cotton program
in the 1930’s, the very concept or design
of the plan was to protect those farmers
who produce the raw material, the raw
product, the essential product—cotton.
It was on that basis that Congress, many
years ago, felt justified in taxing the pub-
lic, if necessary, to insure a continued
flow of the raw product, cotton. The
plan has been successful in that respect,
and the basic cotton program should be
kept on that basis now and hereafter.

However, a major objection to the Tal-
madge proposal is that it is a further en-
croachment upon acreage allotments. It
will take more acreage away from the
man who lives on the land. As I said
yesterday, the cotton farmers of my State
have already lost more than one-third of
the cotton acreage that they had in 1950,
Jjust 15 short years ago, The acreage has
been reduced one-third under require-
ments of the law in the last 15 years.
That is like closing down one-third of
the factories in some industrial area of
the country, except that when a factory
closes, frequently another one opens
later on.

But when cotton acreage is reduced
under the price support program, it
leaves the farm and the community and
never returns; it is gone forever. That
has been the history of more than 30
years of this program. ;

Under the Talmadge amendment, that
situation is made more certain because of
the loose, open-end feature of the bill.
After taking away 10 percent of the
meager acreage that a 20-acre farmer
may have, in order to qualify under the
program, the other section of the pro-
posal opens up unlimited, open-end pro-
duction for the large producer, enabling
him to produce thousands of bales if he
so desires, on unlimited acreage. Of
course, he will not receive any price sup-
port but he can have unlimited produc-
tion year after year. That is an absolute
guarantee that the removal of acreage,
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which hurts the little man so much, will
never return to him or to the commu-
nity. These steady acreage reductions
are depopulating our communities.
Acreage reductions cripple producers and
gradually destroy the economy of the
area including the great fertilizer deal-
ers, machinery dealers, small merchants
at the crossroads, the laborers, and every
other business that is connected with the
production of cotton.

Now I wish to say a word about the
small-farm feature. I have been amazed
to listen to the argument about support-
ing this amendment as it will protect
the little farmer. We who have been
Members of the Senate for a long time

"know much of the history of this pro-
vision for the little farmer. I recall the
time when the small farmer provision
was defeated on a yea-and-nay vote by
two votes.

The amendment, which I was sponsor-
ing, merely afforded a little protection
for the 5-acre farmer. The former Sen-
ator from Minnesota, Mr. HUMPHREY,
now the Vice President of the United
States, and the late former Senator from
New York, Mr. Lehman, when they un-
derstood more clearly the purpose of my
amendment, announced they would
change their votes and would vote for a
motion to reconsider the vote whereby
the amendment was defeated. Thus, the
first amendment protecting the acreage
of the 5-acre farmer was written into
law,

The distinguished Senator from
Georgia [Mr. Tarmapce] has done much
as a member of the Senate committee in
years past to increase the limit to 10
acres, as it is today. I commend him for
it. But that is no reason why this pres-
ent amendment to this bill should be
adopted.

I hope that the pending amendment
will be rejected and that the provisions
of the committee bill will be sustained.

Mr. HOLLAND., Mr. President, will
the Senator from Louisiana yield 5
minutes to me?

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. I am not enthusi-
astic about either the committee bill as
it refers to cotton, or the so-called Tal-
madge amendment. As between the two,
I greatly prefer the committee’s proposal,
and I shall state briefly why I prefer it.

First, if we adopt the basis of produc-
tion payments or compensatory pay-
ments for a large basic commodity like
cotton, as proposed by the Talmadge
amendment, we might as well forget
about basing the whole price-support
program on any idea of protecting and
continuing private enterprise, or private
initiative, because the program would
become a dole or welfare program. Soon
the whole program for agriculture would
be converted to that basis.

The people of my State of Florida, who
are most interested in agriculture, al-
most as one man, are opposed to com-
pensatory payments. They feel that the
beginning of such a system with refer-
ence to cotton would quickly spread to
the other basic commodities and would
have a destructive effect on the whole
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agricultural support program as we have
known it.

I invite attention to the fact that this
is only a part of the so-called discredited
Brannan plan., I also invite attention
to the fact that the amendment now
at the desk proposed by the distinguished
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BREWSTER]
makes it clear that we are turning in the
direction of the Brannan plan.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the proposed amendment to
section 707 be included in my remarks
at this point. This shows that the trend
is toward making the cotton program a
welfare program rather than one based
upon business principles, and I cannot
support it for that reason.

There being no objection, the amend-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorb, as follows:

At the end of the bill add a new section as
follows:

“Sec. T07. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, no producer shall be eligible
for price-support loans or payments under
any program or programs administered by
the Department of Agriculture in any amount
in excess of $10,000 for any one year. The
foregoing dollar limitation shall include the
fair dollar value (as determined by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture) of any payment in
kind made to a producer."”

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, next,
I invite attention to something I have
not heard mentioned, and that is that
the amendment proposed by the able
Senator from Georgia and others, called
the Talmadge amendment, not only ap-
proves, but I believe also encourages, a
50-percent increase in acreage in the
most productive areas of cotton in the
Nation, and particularly in the irrigated
areas of the West, which are in this field
of competition largely because Uncle
Sam has expended countless millions of
dollars to put them in business on an ir-
rigated farm basis.

I believe that the pending amendment,
if adopted, would be doing a disservice to
the small producers in all of the South-
east and all the producers in the South-
east except in the delta regions—includ-
ing all those States which have delta
areas along the Mississippi River. I can
see clearly that the amendment, if
adopted, will surely increase greatly the
irrigated acreage in the Far West, which
produces from 3 bales per acre up, in
many instances, of cotton, as against one
bale or less than one bale in the hill
areas of the South.

For that added reason, I oppose the
pending amendment.

Next, I oppose the amendment for the
reason mentioned by the distinguished
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS]
a few moments ago. The committee bill
includes arrangements to take care of
the small farmer wherever he may be,
in the East, West, far West, by providing
that up to 10 acres of the production
of any farmer who has an acreage of
10 acres or less shall be considered as
exclusively devoted to the domestic field
and is, therefore, entitled to the highest
measure of price support.

I believe that is a much needed pro-
vision which is absent from the pending
amendment, and I believe that the Sen-
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ator from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS] is
eminently correct in pointing to that as
one of the major reasons.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Florida yield to me, on
my own time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Proxmire in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from Florida yield to the Senator
from Georgia?

Mr. HOLLAND. I do not have charge
of the time——

Mr. TALMADGE. I should like the
Senator from Florida to know that the
10-acre amendment is in my bill

Mr. HOLLAND. I shall be glad to
yield to the Senator from Georgia when
I am through. The method followed by
the distinguished Senator in his amend-
ment takes care of small farmers only
through compensatory payments, to
which I strongly object.

What I am saying now is that the
Senator from Mississippi is eminently
correct in his statement that the 10-
acre devotion to support for the do-
mestic allotment field is clearly stated
in the committee bill, and I believe that
it is a desirable feature.

I say also—and I do not believe my
distinguished friend the Senator from
Georgia will deny it—that his amend-
ment would permit a 50-percent increase
in acreage in the highly productive areas
of the West, and I am against this
amendment for that reason also.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Florida has
expired.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield 2 additional minutes to the Sen-
ator from Florida.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senator from Florida is
recognized for 2 minutes.

Mr, HOLLAND. The last reason why
I oppose the pending amendment is that
although I supported the measure which
was adopted to come to the aid of the
textile industry last year, I am com-
pletely disappointed in the results, be-
cause I have not seen any showing of
gratitude on the part of the textile in-
dustry which was promised at that time,
and which we fully expected.

To the contrary, that showing of grati-
tude has been wholly lacking, as so
clearly shown by the senior Senator from
Louisiana.

Now the textile industry says, “We de-
mand the right to have the same price
as the foreign processors,” when the fact
is that it is asking for a price approxi-
mately 3 cents per pound less than for-
eign producers, because it would get the
cotton without the cost of transportation
to foreign shores.

I am not too greatly impressed by the
pleas of the fervent cotton planters
from Maine, New Hampshire, Massachu-
setts, Rhode Island, and Connecticut
who, of course, are pleading only the case
of the textile manufacturers.

Mr. President, I believe that the com-
mittee provision is vastly to be preferred
to the pending amendment, and for that
reason I shall vote for it and against the
pending amendment.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Georgia yleld?
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Mr. TALMADGE. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Texas is recognized for 5
minutes. y

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, if the
committee version of the cotton section
of this bill prevails, it is my opinion that
the cotton industry as a whole will
plunge speedily toward financial dis-
aster—a disaster so severe that the in-
dustry may never recover.

Cotton problems are, of course, not
partisan in nature. We have given con-
sideration, time and again, to these prob-
lems, but the problems have not been
solved.

Production costs are too high; research
is too limited; marketing methods are too
complex; Federal Government involve-
ment is too great and too confusing. Our
exports are down, and our surpluses con-
tinue to increase.

Mr. President, it is my opinion that it
is essential any cotton legislation restore
a market price system for coiton. We
have here the opportunity to do just
this.

Many millions of dollars in admin-
istrative expenses, storage costs and in-
terest charges will be saved under the
alternative proposal.

I wish to emphasize that I am con-
fident the only way cotton can survive
as a major industry in the face of for-
eign competition and of substitute fibers
is to sell competitively. The American
taxpayer cannot be expected to continue
indefinitely to vote payments for ever-in-
creasing stored surpluses.

After more than a century of growing
cotton in this country, the industry is
on the verge of being liquidated. It is
a senseless loss and one the Nation can
hardly afford. We have taught the world
how to grow cotton, and they have taken
over 70 percent of the business. We have
forfeited completely our share in the
growth of the world market to others
while we stagnated. While everyone else
increased production tc meet demand, we
reduced acreage as yields improved
through the development of new farm-
ing techniques. When there was a world
shortage in 1950, we let all the farmers
benefit from the price increase except
ours, on whom we imposed price ceilings.
We must be the most experienced people
on earth in building up Government sur-
pluses and then finding cumbersome ways
to dispose of them. All it takes is money.
The first 10 postwar years were profitable
for cotton, even for the taxpayer. But
beginning with fiscal year 1956 through
July 1964, the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture admits the cost of its cotton pro-
grams has been in excess of $4.14 bil-
lion—and that is exclusive of interest,
administrative costs and the cost of all
the hearings, investigations, and other
Government activity occasioned by its
cotton programs. During that time,
CCC had to take over unredeemed loans
on over 32 million bales, and these repre-
sented 26 percent of our total cotton pro-
duction. This year the trend is the same.

I think we well might note that in 1958
Congress passed adequate cotton legisla-
tion and that during the time when the
congressional intent on its administra-
tion was followed, it worked satisfac-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

torily. However, in early 1961, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture increased the sup-
port price, thus increasing the export
subsidy. Exports fell from an average of
6.9 million bales yearly to 4.1 million.
The carryover rose from 7.1 million bales
to 11 million bales and is still rising. We
lost our competitive position in the world
market.

The current cotton mess resulted be-
cause the Secretary of Agriculture un-
wisely exercised his discretionary power
to set price supports at a higher percent-
age of parity.

Past decisions and actions, which now
seem impossibly unwise, have brought
the cotton industry in this country far
beyond the point where it can be saved
by anything less than an immediate re-
duction to the competitive world price,
under a program that is convincingly per-
manent.

What is needed is a loan at the world-
price level. Such a loan would permit
our export business to resume its past
high levels., Such a loan would enable
U.S. mills to obtain cotton at the same
price foreign mills do.

To bridge the gap between the world
level and the price necessary to preserve
a solvent producer, the equalization pay-
ment must be made for several years to
the producer, as cotton gradually re-
enters normal channels of trade and pro-
gressively retains its competitive status
in the world. No arbitrary ceiling or
limits could be placed on the amount of
equalization payment.

If the loan is placed at or near the
world market price, the cotton trade and
the consumer can stock cotton. Further-
more, instead of being bought on a hand-
to-mouth basis, as has been the practice
in recent years, the cotton will move into
market consumption.

Many millions of dollars in Govern-
ment administrative expenses, storage
costs and interest charges will be saved.
The farmer will benefit from income pro-
tection while he is assisted by additional
research projects to become competitive.

I think it is obvious that the Govern-
ment loan was not intended to be a mar-
ket for cotton, but only a marketing de-
vice. So long as the loan remains above
the market price, it will attract into stor-
age cotton that should be going into con-
sumption,

So long as the export subsidy is main-
tained, some other subsidy will be nec-
essary to achieve a one-price system at
the mills,

In brief, Mr. President, cotton must be
made permanently competitive by imple-
mentation of a convinecing U.S. program
aimed at restoring confidence of both do-
mestic and foreign purchases of our
cotton. Farmers' income must be pro-
tected, but by a single payment, not by a
five-sided monster. Congress must move
cotton toward lesser Federal regulation,
a goal that cannot be achieved by adding
more subsidies and more acreage allot-
ments.

If this committee bill goes through, it
means simply that the support price next
year will be 1 cent cheaper than now;
and there will be a 3-cent domestic sub-
sidy instead of the present subsidy.

The farmer will receive less for his
cotton, and the mill will pav more. The
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Government will pay less subsidy but
will have to pay more for the lands that
are idled and for the cotton that is not

grown.

Caught in the middle will be the gin-
ners without cotton to gin, the banks
without cotton to finance, the merchants
without cotton to buy and sell, in the
areas where cotton is dropped and where
all the diverse business interests will
suffer.

It would end the one-price system for
cotton that is presently employed and re-
turn to the program of 2 years ago with
just new frills added. It appears that it
would consequently and necessarily mean
another trend toward use of less cotton
by domestic mills.

Last year Congress took a short step
toward a new day for cotton by acting to
restore a one-price system. Last year’s
plan could have operated to move cotton
into markets rather than into surplus
storage; it could have allowed the private
enterprise marketplace to operate with
renewed vigor.

But bypassing the intent of Congress,
the Secretary of Agriculture made a basic
mistake. He chose not to administer the
1964 Cotton Act so as to reduce surpluses
and to encourage free enterprise. In-
stead he administered it in a way which
increased Government interference and
increased taxpayer costs.

This year, the Secretary’s mistake be-
came abundantly clear. Cotton’s prob-
lems are worse, not better. So this year
the administration joined in a serious
attempt to establish and preserve a one-
price plan for cotton. The House of
Representatives approved that plan in its
farm bill.

Unfortunately, the Senate Agriculture
Committee threw out the wisdom of the
House and ignored the lessons of the
past. The committee reported to the
Senate a two-price proposal which would
give the farmer less for his cotton, make
the mills pay more for it, and increase
cotton costs so that competition in the
marketplace would be virtually impos-
sible. '

For that powerful reason, I support the
Talmadge amendment and urge its adop-
tion. I do not expect this year's cotton
regulations to be a final answer.

But, I do know we must get the cotton
industry moving on the right track, not
into Government storage, to stand and
often rot, but moving into the market at
competitive prices.

The hour is late for cotton. Long
vears of governmental mistakes have
taken their toll. I hope we can find our
way this year onto the right track, be-
cause if we stay on the old track—cotton
is doomed.

The cotton industry is at the cross-
roads. The issue is a simple one. It
boils down to one question. Do we return
to the two-price system under which the
American cotton industry suffered
tremendous market losses, or do we con-
tinue one-price cotton which has
breathed new life into our domestic
market.

The basic purpose of a competitive
one-price system for cotton was to check
cotton’'s losses to other fibers in the
domestic manufacturing of textiles and
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to permit American mills to compete
with foreign mills on equal footing, in-
sofar as raw cotton costs are concerned.
The effect of a two-price system on cot-
ton’s competition with rayon and non-
cellulosic fibers is clearly shown by the
fact that cotton’s share of the market
dropped almost 10 percent from the first
quarter of 1961 to the first quarter of
1964. This was just prior to the enact-
ment of the one-price cotton legislatien.
Rayon and noncellulosic fibers gained by
this much at the expense of cotton.
One-price cotton was made effective
with the Agriculture Act of 1964 on April
11, 1964. From the first quarter of 1964
to the first quarter of 1965, which repre-
sents the first year under a one-price
system, cotton’'s share of the market
dropped by only four one-hundreds of
1 percent. Stated another way, the
terrific inroads which synthetics were
making on cotton’s market were brought
to an abrupt halt with the institution of
one-price cotton.

What is the significance of this record
of fiber consumption? During the whole
period from 1961 to the present, the
total consumption of cotton and
synthetic fibers was rising. Thus, the
textile industry was experiencing a
period of growth. The big question is
which fibers shared the most in this
growth. The answer is clearly synthetic
fibers. Cotton actually suffered a heavy
loss relative to synthetic fibers. Thus, it
is the raw cotton industry which has the
greatest stake in seeing that one-price
cotton is continued. This means cotton
farmers, cotton ginners, and others en-
gaged in the business of handling and
marketing raw cotton. These are the
people whose incomes are almost solely
dependent on a healthy cotton economy.
It is clear that the textile industry is not
dependent solely on cotton. This has
been demonstrated by the substantial
shift away from eotton to synthetics dur-
ing the last 3 years of the two-price sys-
tem. As one who represents cotton
farmers, cotton ginners, and others en-
gaged in handling and marketing raw
cotton, I want to see one-price cotton
continue. I am unalterably opposed to a
return to a two-price system.

Mr. President, let me add further that
I believe the basic issue is the viability
of cotton as a competitive, high demand
fiber. I believe that the issue is the vi-
ability of the cotton industry in the
United States. I am convinced that the
only way we can keep the cotton indus-
try alive is to move cotton into free mar-
ket at competitive prices.

The one-price cotton system is de-
signed to do this.

I am a supporter of the views of the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. TALMADGE].
I intend to vote for his amendment, and
I hope that it will be adopted.

Mr. President, I do not believe that
the Talmadge amendment i1s a panacea.
I do not believe that it is the best pro-
gram in the world. I know that the
sponsor himself feels that perhaps there
are some things in it which could be im-
proved upon.

We all recognize that legislation is,
after all, the art of the possible. We
feel that this is the best possible provi-
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sion we can get through Congress at this
time.

Therefore, for the sake of the life of
the cotton industry, and for the sake of
not diminishing but improving the posi-
tion of cotton as a competitive fiber as
one of the great crops produced in this
country, I believe that we should support
the Talmadge amendment. I fervently
hope that it will be adopted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time
still remains equally divided on both
sides between the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. Tarmapge]l and the Senator from
Louisiana [Mr, ELLENDER]., Who yields
time?

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, is
the Senator from Louisiana prepared to
yield back the remainder of his time?

Mr. ELLENDER. No; I am not ready
yvet. I have yielded time to many Sen-
ators, and others will follow.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Georgia yield?

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from
North Carolina.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from North Carolina is recog-
nized for 2 minutes.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I am con-
vinced that the only way to help the
American cotton grower is by a bill which
establishes a one-price cotton market
and which does economic justice to the
American textile manufacturer, regard-
less of whether that manufacturer is in
Maine, Rhode Island, Massachusetts,
Connecticut, North Carolina, South
Carolina, Georgia, or elsewhere.

I say this because the American tex-
tile industry is the biggest customer the
American cotton grower has. If the
American cotton grower is to have the
benefit of a market on which he can sell
his products most easily, it is essential
that Congress render economic justice
to the textile manufacturer.

Mr. President, that is the purpose of
the Talmadge amendment. For that
reason, and because it would undertake
to establish free trade, both domestic and
foreign, I shall support his amendment.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from North Carolina yield at
that point?

Mr. ERVIN. I am glad to yield.

Mr. PASTORE. I should like to read
into the REcorp a statement made by
the National Cotton Council on the very
point which is being developed by my
good friend, the Senator from North
Carolina.

It reads as follows:

The commlittee bill—

Referring to the bill as reported—

would turn back the clock to a system which
has falled and which would destroy the
American raw cotton industry.

That is from the National Cotton
Counecil.

Mr. ERVIN. I thank the Senator from
Rhode Island for his contribution, and
also the Senator from Georgia for yield-
ing to me at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?
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Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield myself 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana is recognized for
10 minutes.

Mr, ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
covered the cotton proposal at length
yesterday. It is my contention that this
bill should be a producer’s bill and not
a textile mill bill. If the textile mills
desire protection, they should go to the
proper committees of the Senate and
the House.

Mr. President, an article entitled,
“J. P. Stevens Sets Earnings Record”
appears in the New York Times of today.
This earnings record was made possible
by the so-called one-price system.

I ask unanimous consent that this
article be printed at this point in the
REcorD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

J. P. BTEVENS SETS EARNINGS RECORD—TEX-
TILE PRODUCER REPORTS HIGHEST SALES AND
PrOFIT IN ITs 151-YEAR HISTORY

J. P. Stevens & Co., Inc., the Nation’s
second largest publicly owned textile pro=-
ducer, achieved the highest sales and earn-
ings in its 151-year history in the 3 and 9
months ended July 31, according to a report
mlut:d yut?;'gag;y eihe company.

consolida net earnings for the third
fiscal quarter ended with July rose to
$6,460,502 from $4,355,861 in the correspond-
ing 8 months last year. The earnings were
equal to $1.24 a share, compared with 83
cents a share a year earller, adjusted for a
&-bopemm nt stock dividend declared last

J. P. Stevens, which ranks behind Bur-
lington Industries as a textile producer, re-
ported consolidated net sales of $185,236,075,
compared with $171,121,008 for the third
fiscal quarter last year. This brought to
$5638,674,403 its volume for the 9 months
ended July 31, compared with sales of
$470,882,002 in the corresponding three-
quarter period a year earlier.

The company’s net income for the 9
months climbed to $18,304486, or $3.52 a
share, from $10,681,257, or $2.04 a share, on
the adjusted basis for the 9 months ended
August 1, 1964. Federal and State income
taxes totaled $17,377,000, while a year earlier
the tax bill was £9,369,000.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, an-
other article appeared in the Wall Street
Journal on February 10, 1965, hea
that domestic mills in 1964 had one of
the best years since the early 1950's with
the help of the cotton bill enacted in
1964. I ask unanimous consent that this
article be printed at this point in the
RECORD,

There being no objection the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

TEXTILES GET BRIGHTER—MILLS IN 1964 Hap
ONE oF BesT YEArs SiNcE EARLY FIFriES,
Wit Herp oF CoTToN BILL: PrROFIT GIAINS
SPUR STOCKS

(By Ted Stanton)

Textile mills in 1964 had one of their best
years since the early 1850's, helped consider-
ably by the cotton program that President
Johnson in his farm message said should be
extended and improved.

Expansion, diversification, and moderniza-
tion, all fueled by soaring earnings, are bring-
ing a luster to textile company stocks that
reflects the Industry’'s brighter image.

The provision of the law that has been a
major factor in the textile mills' gain permits
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them, in effect, to buy U.S. cotton at the same
price foreign mills pay. It has provided for
payment of 614 cents for each pound of cot-
ton domestic textile firms wuse. That's
roughly the difference between the world
price of about 2315 cents a pound and the
higher domestic support price for last year’s
crop. Mills formerly had to pay the higher

ce.

Mill executives are generally optimistic
about this year's operations, too. Their con-
fidence stems from the industry's overall
firmness, and also from widespread expecta-
tions that Congress will vote to extend the
one-price program, with, at most, minor re-
visions. The present law expired in mid-
1966.

The table below marks the rise of some
leading mills’ stocks from the bottom of the
market slump in 1962 to yesterday's closing
price. Many have outpaced the broad mar-
ket advance; some have almost doubled, and
shares of Burlington Industries, Inc., biggest
concern in the industry, are up even more.
Prices are New York Stock Exchange closing
quotations, with those of J. P. Stevens & Co.
adjusted for two 10-percent stock dividends.

June 26
1962 Now Gain

(percent)

Burlington Industries. 1814 &6;2 250
J.P. Bteyens__.___..____ 24 47 98
18! 50

# By

l?ﬁ 24 90

Dow-Jones industrials__| 535. 76 901. 24 68

The substantial earnings gains that are a
prime force in these rises seem likely to con-
tinue into the summer at least. Industry
profits in the first 9 months last year rose
38 percent from those of & year earlier, the
Securities and Exchange Commission sald.
Third quarter profits were up 60 percent
three times the 18-percent gain reported for
all manufactuers. An analyst close to the
industry calls the outlook better than in
Lord knows how long.

The Nation’s economic boom has carried
the textlle firns with it. “Tastes,” says one
executive, “have been upgraded. Now the
consumer wants nicer clothing, better fur-
nishings. The worker has swapped his blue
collar for 10 different sports shirts. And
we make more money on the better quality
goods.”

Because of changes in the industry in the
past few years, the companies have been in a
relatively good position to make the most of
their opportunities. Some key factors, by
industry consensus, are rising spending for
new plants and equipment, increasingly
skillful management, and the big push from
the cotton legislation.

Besides lowering the price mills pay for
cotton, the bill also dispelled the uncertain-
tles that had been adversely affecting our
market in 1963 and earlier, according to
Ceasar Cone, president of Cone Mills Corp.

EARNINGS, SALES SFURTS

Company earnings and sales graphically
demonstrate the strength of the industry.
Burlington’s profit in its 53-week fiscal year
ended October 3, jumped 25 percent to
$50,800,000, or $4.15 a share, from the 52-
week fiscal 1963. Sales climbed 11 percen?t
to $1,206,393,765. In the current year's first
quarter, Burlington’s net soared 47.4 percent
above the year earlier pace and sales were
up 13.2 percent. J. P. Stevens’ profit in the
year to October 31 climbed 27.3 percent from
fiscal 1963 to $17,685,000, or $3.73 a share,
;.:d ssaaes were up 123 percent to $684,-

0,013.
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United Merchants & Manufacturers, whose
diversified operations include the Robert
Hall clothing store chain, earned $14,119,000,
or $2.35 a share, In the year ended June 30,
up 30.6 percent from fiscal 1963. Its profit
in the first half of this fiscal year jumped
40 percent from the fiscal 1964 level to
$9,415,000, or $1.57 a share., In all fiscal 1963
the company's earnings had declined 3 per-
cent to $10,810,000, or $1.80 a share.

Kendall Co. recently said 1964 earnings
jumped 23.5 percent from 1963 to $7,196,000,
or $3.42 a share, while sales were up 7.1 per-
cent to $149,405,000. It ascribed the gain in
part to lower raw material costs and lower
income taxes. The company also proposed
a 3-for-2 stock split and said it planned to
boost the quarterly dividend to the equiva-
lent of 371, cents on present shares from the
current 34-cent rate.

Cone Mills 9-month profit in 1964 more
than doubled and net of Dan River Mills,
Inc,, rose 27 percent in the period. And
both companies in recent months have lifted
their quarterly dividend to 25 cents from
20 cents.

Industry earnings have shown strong
trends before, of course. The following fig-
ures illustrate the severe fluctuations textile
producers have experienced. These industry
profit totals, in millions, were calculated by
the SEC:

3Lt e i $§218
A e el L -- 418
1960 ~--= 920
] 3 ESER G U P SR A 280
1962 354
1963 364

Many close to the textile situation, how-
ever, contend progress has been made toward
curbing such gyrations. They note the
streamlining of management and equipment
plus better inventory control, and cite grow-
ing use of man-made fibers as another stabi-
lizing influence. Total fiber use in the 5 years
through 1960 averaged 6.4 billion pounds an-
nually, of which 27 percent was in man-made
fibers. Last year synthetics accounted for a
third of the total.

Observes Edward Goldberger, secretary-
treasurer of M. Lowenstein & Sons, Inc.:
“Up until a few years ago, the industry would
expand and produce like the devil in good
times, until it was suddenly ahead of de-
mand. Then it would let things taper off.
The results were swings in earnings. I
think there's been some leveling of this in
the past few years and more is probabie.”

BIGGER AND BROADER

The continuing move toward Ilarger,
broader companies that began after World
War II has helped bolster the industry's cor-
porate structure, some textile people eay.
A congressional panel noted that 838 textile
firms closed between 1947 and 1950; 110
others were acquired from 1958 through 1961.

Many family-owned, smaller firms have
either disappeared or been swallowed by larg-
er ones. A sign of the change: The 10 largest
companies in the field had about 13 percent
of total sales in 1950. In 1964 they had close
to 256 percent. Sales of such giants as Bur-
lington and Stevens are continuing to climb,

Capital spending programs, bringing more
automation and hefty operating efficiencies,
have soared in the past 4 years. Total mill
outlays last year are estimated at almost 8750
million, 50 percent above the $5600 million of
1961. Owutlays by all manufacturing firms
in.the same period are up only about a third.
And preliminary estimates for textile spend-
ing this year call for another increase. Bur-
lington, for example, expects its spending
this year to rise to $80 milllon from $66 mil-
lion last year.

A Government study describes some re-
sults: “Broad-scale introduction of textile
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machinery that operates at higher speeds, re-
quires less maintenance and has devices such
as electronic stop motion units that increase
total efficiency and maintain quality.”

Charles F. Myers, Jr., Burlington president,
ascribes part of the spending boost to the
emergence of larger, stronger companies in
the industry. ‘“These firms are better able to
finance investment required for expansion
and new technology. They can put capital
equipment into plants that couldn’t afford
it themselves,” he says.

The spending torrent has helped lift pro-
ductivity while allowing mills to hold down
employment. Federal figures show industry
employment fell an average 1.7 percent in the
5 years through 1962 while output rose an
average 3.6 percent yearly. Job rolls now are
a slim 0.5 percent above 1962’s, while the
production index is up 12 percent more,

The one-price bill has spurred the heavy
capital outlays, and enhanced the industry's
general health. Industry and Government
officials had contended, in advocating it, that
the bill would enable domestic mills to com-
pete more equitably with foreign firms, while
increasing U.S. cotton consumption. In gen-
eralll. these proponents now say, it has worked
well,

Cotton usage jumped sharply last vear, to
9.6 billion bales from 8.5 billion in 1963, and
mill profits spurted, they note. In addition,
textile workers received a pay rise last year
that may have been due at least in part to
the mills’ greater prosperity, they say.

Frank Lowenstein, an Agriculture Depart-
ment economist, similarly notes the bill's
benefits, but adds it may still be “too early
to judge” the legislation’s success. “When
there is a whopping price change such as the
bill provided, it sometimes takes 2 or 3 years
or more for the effects to work down through
the marketing system,” he says.

When the bill took effect April 11, prices of
cotton cloth slipped briefly. But then buyers,
who had been holding off awaiting the bill's
passage, began to pour their orders in, and
prices edged up. Because of the rush, some
mills early last fall had cotton goods output
booked through this year’s second quarter to
a much greater degree than in several years.
And prices generally held firm.

SOME EXECUTIVE CONCERNS

Some mill executives fret that if Congress
delays acting on extension of the bill, the un-
certainty of which Mr. Cone spoke could re-
turn. Adding to their concern: In his farm
message President Johnson sald he would of-
fer specific proposals to reduce the cost of
this program and the level of cotton stocks.
Administration sources indicate, however,
that a radical overhaul of the cotton pricing
program isn't likely.

In urging passage of the bill last year,
industry and Government spokesmen sug-
gested consumer prices would be cut, too.
While prices of corduroy, denim, and some
other goods have fallen, the widely used
print cloths are generally above last April's
levels, and critics of the bill cite this often.
“They promised savings would be passed
through, but on too many goods it just hasn't
happened,” says Max Milstein, House Dress
Institute counsel. Commenting on mill
earnings gains, he adds wryly, “I'd be more
prosperous, too, if the Government would
hand me a present of millions of dollars.”

Senator AIKEN, Republican, of Vermont,
senior Republican on the Senate Agricultural
Committee and a foe of the bill last year,
sees a need for legislation to allow the mills
to compete on an equal basis with foreign
mills. But he belleves the mills should
prove their need for the present program in
light of their earnings of the past 12 months.

Mr. Lowenstein of the Agriculture Depart-
ment adds that the high level of capital ex-
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penditures may ultimately help bring the
lower consumer prices the bill's opponents
have urged.

The wage rise southern textile workers won
last year may soon be followed by another for
those in the North. The union has an-
nounced plans to seek a 15-percent wage
increase, a pension plan, and fringe benefit
gains for its northern members when it re-
opens its contract this spring.

George Perkell, Textlle Workers Union re-
search chief, noted the union endorsed the
one-price bill last year but will await results
of the wage negotiations before taking a
stand this year. Last year's pay boost, he
adds, “was advertised as 5 percent, but often
worked out to less. The firms could have
given us 25 percent across the board and still
h.a.?"sﬁ percent of the pricing bill's savings

Though the law's impact on earnings has
been sharp for many textile companies, for
others it has been negligible. Collins & Aik-
man, Inc,, for example, which uses synthetic
fibers mainly, notes cotton goods account for
80 little of the firm's cutput that “we'll hardly
feel the law at all.”

IMPROVING PROFIT MARGINS

Along with other favorable factors, never-
theless, the new law has helped to lift the
industry’s traditionally low profit margins.
Some gains have already been posted. More
are expected. y
The SEC figures industry profit
for 1963 at an average 2.3 percent, off from
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247 percent in 1962. But for the first 9
months of 1964, profit .as a percentage of
sales was 2.9 percent, and for the third
quarter alone it was 3.7 percent, the SEC
reported. Here are some of the latest
samples of profit after taxes as a percentage
of sales, compared with year-earlier levels:
In the year ended October 8, Burlington’s
was 4.2 percent, up from 3.7 percent; in the
9 months to September 30, Lowenstein’s
was 2.4 percent, up from 0.8 percent; Cone
Mills, 3.3 percent and 1.5 percent, and Dan
River, 4.2 percent and 3.4 percent, both for
the 9 months.

Prime reasons for the rise: The pricing
bill, last year's tax cut, benefits of efficient
new equipment, and sales gains that almost
certainly pushed industry volume above
1963's record $15 billion. Nine month sales,
the SEC said, jumped 7 percent from 1963,

Another trend reflecting the health of the
industry is the apparent reduction in unit
labor costs. Official statistics aren't avall-
able, but one company executive notes that
“figuring employment against either total
sales dollars or production would show a
decline in labor costs.”

The Textile Workers’ Mr. Perkell says in-
dustry output per man-hour has climbed an
average 6 percent annually in recent years
while wages have gone up 2 percent a year
on average, even with last year's rise. Fringe
benefits, the union official contends, “have
gone up only slightly.”

A prime problem still facing the industry,
executives and analysts agree, is the continu-
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ing competitive pressure of imports. Mills
making woolens and worsteds, in which im-
ports aren’t regulated, have been hit hardest.
The cotton goods inflow has been contained
somewhat through an international agree-
ment that took effect in 1962. A similar
accord on woolens is desired by many in
the industry.

Under the cotton pact, the flow of im-
ports will rise gradually. “But,” notes one
executive, “it helps us because it provides
for more orderly marketing procedures, al-
lowing for more reasonable planning and
production. In the past, we might be flooded
by one item one year and then, after gear-
ing to meet that competition, get flooded by
another next year. Now we know in advance
how much of each item is coming in and
this creates some stability that previously
was lacking.”

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in the Recorp two tabulations.
One is entitled “Unfinished Cloth Prices,
Cotton Prices, and Mill Margins, July
1963, 1964, and 1965.” The other tabu-
lation is entitled “Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics—Wholesale Prices Indexes for
Selected Cotton Items—1957-1959 Equals
100—July 1963, 1964, and 1965.”

There being no objection, the tabula-
tions were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

Unfinished cloth prices, cotton prices, and mill margins, July 1963, 1964, and 1965

[In cents]
Cloth prices ! Cotton prices ? Mill margins ?
Cloth i
July 1963 | July 1964 | July 1965 | July 1063 | July 1964 | July 1965 4 | July 1063 | July 1964 | July 1965
20 constructions average..... 60.28 60. 95 65. 30 35. 57 35. 60 27.33 24.71 25.00 37.97
Print cloth: :
Average (6)-. 66. 98 68.11 80.77 36, 33 36. 51 28,28 30. 65 31.60 52.49
69, 48 T2.41 90. 71 36.33 86. 51 28,28 33.15 35. 90 62,43
67.20 66. 00 B1. 60 36. 33 36. 51 28,28 30. 87 20,49 53.32
67. 10 67.10 70.88 36.33 36. 51 28. 28 80. 77 30, 59 51. 60
6. 88 65.98 73. 60 36. 33 36. 51 28,28 30. 55 20.47 45. 32
85. 71 69, 02 77.90 36. 33 36. 51 28,28 29.38 32.51 49. 62
65. 52 68. 16 . 84 36. 86. 51 28.28 29.19 31. 65 52. 66
Carded broadcloth:
Average (2).- 63. 55 65. T3 70. 94 36.83 36. 97 28.78 26,72 26.19 42,16
37 inch, 100 by 58, 4.00. 2Rt 63.29 66. 88 66. 50 36. 83 36. 28.78 26. 46 26. 56 37.72
41 inch, 78 by 56, 4.57 63. 80 64. 58 75.37 36. 83 36.97 28.78 26.97 25, 81 46. 50
Bheetings:
Average (4)- 56.92 58.10 58. 66 35.14 35.00 26.76 21,78 23.01 31.90
40 inch, 48 by 48, 2.85___ 55. 65 58.75 56.25 35.14 35.00 26. 76 20. 81 23. 66 29.49
40 Irlch, 48 by B e N S AT s = Sy i 56. 10 57.35 57.75 35. 14 35. 09 26. 76 20, 96 22.26 30.99
40 inch, 56 by 48, 4.30 e 50. 54 50. 54 65.21 35. 14 35. 00 26. 76 2440 24. 45 38. 45
4014 inch, 42 by 44, 3.00 56. 10 56. 76 55. 44 35.14 35.00 26. 76 20. 96 21. 67 28.68
Drills: ;
AR (2 s 54.28 54.30 53,80 35.36 85.20 26.99 18.92 19.01 26, 81
55.13 53. 66 53. 96 35. 36 36,20 26,99 19. 77 18.37 26.97
53.42 54.93 53. 63 35.36 85.20 26.99 18.06 10, 64 26. 64
Twills:
ANAPRgENE  Il ~o C 56.06 56. 34 55.79 35.82 85.80 27. 66 20. 24 20. 54 28.13
Sa el 880w BOLRO0. .. . e e 60. 95 61. 61 61, 96 35,82 35. 80 27,66 25,13 25.81 34. 30
-i-ilnch 88 by 42, 1.72 51.88 52.06 50. b4 35.82 35. 80 27. 66 16. 06 16. 26 22,88
44 inch, i b ) RS e S RS S e e o 55.34 5. 34 &4. 87 35,82 35, 80 27.66 19.52 19. 54 27.21
Osnaburg:
-;0 inch, 40 by 26, 2.11_ _ 45,54 44.75 44,21 32.64 32.28 24,07 12,90 12. 47 20.14
Average (2) - 63. 34 62,02 62,87 M2 34.21 25, 66 20.13 27.81 3. 21
8 ounce, 5.F. grade A _ 50.07 57.28 57.28 34,21 34,21 25. 66 24,86 23.07 31,
8 ounce Army 67. 60 66. 76 68, 45 .21 34.21 25, 66 33.39 32.55 42,79

1 The estimated value of cloth obtainable from a pound of cotton with adjustments

for salable waste.

? Monthly average prices of cotton used in each kind of cloth for 4 territory
even-running lots, prompt shipment, delivered at group 201 (group

including landing costs and brokerage.

in t};e 20 eonstruetions,

B) milF;oim, became effective Apr. 11,

3 Difference between cloth prices and prices for the average qualities of cotton used
are for cotton a[:g‘r equalization payments of 6.5 cents per pound, which

Source: Cotton price statistics, Consumer and Marketing Service.
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Bureau of Labor Statistics—Wholesale prices
indezes for selected cotton items (18957-
59=100), July 1963, 1964, 19651

Item July | July | July
1063 1064 1065
Raw cotton, spot market..... 8.7 96.9 9.0
Cotton products 99.8 | o3| 100.3
ton 97. 5 3.0 93. 6
8.7 92.2 01.6
06.0 0.7 04.6
7.4 9.6 2.1
97.3 92.8 93.7
97.9 95.2 05,4
08.1 94.8 95.7
96.6 92.2 0.6
96.8 95.3 96.8
105.7 | 107.7 115.9
103.5 | 102.2 107.1
82.8 81,8 83.5
100.9 97.0 07.0
8.7 04.9 04.0
101.7 07.6 03.2
08.1 03.0 91.9
88.7 89.7 88.2
102.0 90.9 104. 5
<107.7.| 113.2 108.5
104.1 | 1040 107.1
102.6 | 1081 108. 0
1.0 | 107.7 109.9
06. 5 92.4 07.5
106.1 | 107.1 107.1
101. 6 08. 6 00.4
101. 8 98.1 103.8
80. 4 77.2 88.0
8.7 90.1 117.9
. 97.8 | 100.4 103.8
Broadcloth carded 78x54..| 98.3 98.3 119.3
Window shade cloth______ 103.7 06. 4 101 6
Lawn, combed, 40 inch...| 00.3 86.6 118.8
Broadcloth, combed 4
inch cea| 9OL9 92.3 101.8
08.9 82.8 85.9
98.6 | 106.7 106. 7
105.2 | 10L5 05.9
106.2 | 105.0 | 108.8
1.8 03.4 04.2
101.0 98.1
, 102.6 | 105.5
110.9 | 105.8 | 105.8
04,3 | 100L.2 103.8
110.9 110. 9
82, B2.5 83.9
117.2 125,.2
105.0 105.0
1018 10L.8
108.4 102.8
1056. 3 105.3
106. 8 106. 8
110.9 110.9
99,1 97.9
107.8 104.4
104.5 104. 4
e &1l
Ews&cﬁ‘m, women” 5 101. 4 101. 4
Nightgown, women's_..._..| 10L7 | 10L7 101, 7
Hoslery, women's. . ........| 9.0 99.0 99.0
Shirt, men’s, pop. quality._| 103.4 | 104.2 103. 4
‘Work trousers, men'stwill__| 102.9 | 103.1 103.0
T-ghirt, men's, knit 104.3 104. 2
Polo shirt, men’s. . 100.0 100.0
Shirt, boy's_ .- 114.6 114.8
ungarees, boy's.. 2 106. 1 104. 6
Polo shirt, DOY'8.-- o —iuiua-s 182.7 133.5
Brﬁss, gglt.rrl]i’, m?uaﬂty&:- 90.7 9.7 20.7
Tess, i m qu
o 104. 8 104. 8
100.0 100.0
101. 5 101.5
118.4 117.8
96. 1 6.1

! Compiled from BLS data.
iERS. E.&SAD.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, these
tabulations indicate that, notwithstand-
ing the fact that there is a one-price sys-
tem, cotton goods prices have not gone
down.

I shall not take time to explain all this
material.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield

Mr. ELLENDER. On the opposition
time.
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Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, if the
Senator will grant me the time, or, even
on our own time, I ask the Senator how
he accounts for the fact that scores of
mills have closed down in Rhode Island
in the past 10 years. If this picture is
so rosy, how does the Senator account
for the half a million mill workers who
are walking the streets today and apply-
ing to the antipoverty program? How
about the mills that have closed down
all over the country, to the tune of 1,000
mills in 10 years, while some farmers
have been riding around in air-condi-
tioned Cadillacs?

Mr. ELLENDER. The answer is very
simple. The cotton mills of the North-
east were probably constructed in the
year one. They are antiques. This is the
same condition which existed in my own
State, in regard to the produection of
sugar, as I stated yesterday. In my own
parish there were eight mills to grind the
cane produced in that parish. Today
there are two. They are of the modern
kind. That is what is lacking in Rhode
Island, Maine, and in other sections of
the United States.

Mr., PASTORE., Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. The Federal Gov-
ernment is making a tax subsidy and a
cotton subsidy available to those cotton
mills so that they can be rebuilt. That
is the entire story. That is what has
happened since the bill was put into
effect.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. On the opposition
time.

Mr. PASTORE. Has the Senator
visted Rhode Island to see the moderni-
ty of our mills?

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
know that not all of them are new. The
mills which are closed are the ones which
were built in the year one.

Mr. PASTORE. They are not as new
as the ones that have been built in Japan
with foreign aid money. Of course they
are not, but, they are new enough.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I am
not yielding on my time.

Mr. President, the duty of the Commit-
tee on Agriculture and Forestry is plain.
Its duty is to protect the producers of
agricultural commodities. The purpose
of the bill is designed not only to keep
the cotton producers in business, but also
the producers of other commodities such
as wheat, rice, and wool.

Mr. President, under the logic of the
amendment the wheat millers would have
the right to ask for a subsidy, as the
cotton mills have done, because wheat
millers must pay the equivalent of 75
cents a bushel more for the wheat to
produce flour than the cost of wheat sold
abroad.

As I have indicated on many oceasions,
the cotton mills of the United States can-
not compete with the mills abroad.
Therefore, we have afforded them pro-
tection through tariffs. It is true that
tariffs may not be high enough. How-
ever, I point out that 96 percent of the
production of the mills of this country
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is sold on the best market in the world,
and that is the American market.

I realize that the textile mills of the
Northeast cannot compete with those of
Japan because of lower labor costs there.
No effort is made on the part of any of
our textile mills to compete abroad with
the manufactured products of other
countries, because that cannot be done.

Mr. President, I have labored with ag-
ricultural problems for almost 30 years.
Since 1937 I have had a hand in devel-
oping every agricultural law now on the
statute books. I have tried, to the best
of my ability, to keep the producers, who
are the lifeblood of America, in business.

Mr. President, it is true that the dis-
tinguished Senator from Georgia has
taken out of my bill a clause or a section
which would take care of the small
farmer. However, this would be only for
the first year. What would be done in
the first year is spelled out. However,
the rest of the time too much is left to
the discretion of the Department of Ag-
riculture. If Congress really has the
welfare of the producer at heart, the
Congress should by statute provide him
with adequate price protection, rather
than leaving such matter almost en-

provisions in the bill as conceived by the
committee and the amendment proposed
by the distinguished Senator from Geor-
gia insofar as protection for the pro-
ducers of cotton is concerned. In the bill
before us, the producers, large and small,
are assured of a 65 to 90 percent parity
payment on all of their allotted acres.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield myself 5 ad-
ditional minutes.

The amendment of the Senator from
Georgia is similar to the House provi-
sions for cotton.

The Senator’s amendment would—

First. Authorize payments on raw cot-
ton in inventory on July 31, 1966.

Second. Permit a producer to over-
plant his allotment by 50 percent with-
out being subject to marketing penalties.

Third. Require a producer who coop-
erates with the program to reduce his
acreage 10 percent below his allotment
in 1966, and up to 10 percent, as pre-
scribed by the Secretary, in 1967, 1968,
and 1969.

Fourth. Provide protection to the small
grower similar to that provided for by
the committee bill. The producer with
an allotment of 10 acres or less under
the amendment of the Senator from
Georgia could plant his entire allotment,
receive price support through loans and
payments at between 65 and 90 percent
of parity, and receive diversion payments
on 35 percent of his allotment at such
rate as might be prescribed by the Sec-
retary—but not less than 50 percent of
the loan rate, there being no minimum
loan rate after 1966.

Fifth. Reduce the minimum cotton
support price for all other producers
from 65 percent of parity on the pro-
duction from the entire allotment to 65
percent of parity on the production from
65 percent of the acreage allotment—an
average of 4225 percent of parity if
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spread over the entire allotment. This
support would consist of the following:
First, a loan of zero to 90 percent of the
estimated world price—except that it
would be 21 cents for 1966; second, a
payment on the projected yield of not
less than 65 percent of the acreage allot-
ment at a level which, with the loan,
equals not less than 65, nor more than
90 percent of parity; and third, a pay-
ment for diverting acreage from cotton
to conserving uses to the extent pre-
seribed by the Secretary. This payment
could not be less than 50 percent of the
loan level—and again I might point out
that there is no minimum loan level after
1966—multipled by the farm projected
vield multiplied by the number of acres
diverted.

Sixth. Payments to producers who
plant no cotton. The rate of payment
in this case would—for 1966—be 10%
cents—>50 percent of the loan rate—and
for 1967 through 1969 a rate compara-
ble to that paid other producers for di-
verting acreage from cotton. This rate
would be paid on 15 percent of the pro-
ducer’s allotment, and he could release
the remaining 85 percent for reappor-
tionment to other farms.

Seventh. Acreage not planted because
of natural disaster would be considered
4s planted for the purpose of any pay-
ments under the Senator's amendment.

Eighth. Require cotton to be made
avallable by Commodity Credit Corpora-
tlon for unrestricted use at current mar-
ket prices in the amount by which pro-
duetion is less than requirements.

There are a number of things that are
wrong with the Senator’s amendment.

First, it would permit those who do not
want to cooperate in the program to
overplant their allotments by 50 percent.
At the same time it would cut those who
do want to cooperate by up to 10 percent.
When we are trying to keep production
in line, we should not cut those who co-
operate and permit additional produc-
tion by others.

Second, the Senator’'s amendment
would not provide as much protection
for the small producer as does the
committee amendment. The Senator’s
amendment would guarantee such pro-
ducers at least 65 percent of parity on
the projected yield of their acreage al-
lotments. That is the minimum guar-
antee for 1967 through 1969. The
committee amendment would give such
producers the same minimum guarantee
for those years plus a further minimum
guarantee of at least 20 percent more.

Third, all other producers would fare
much worse under the Senator’s amend-
ment than they would under the com-
mittee amendment. They would be
guaranteed only 65 percent of parity on
65 percent of their allotments. Under
the committee bill they would be guar-
anteed 65 percent of parity on their
whole allotments.

The principal difference between the
Senator’s bill and the committee amend-
ment is that the Senator’s amendment
would reduce the support price in order
to add to the profit margins of the mills,
while the committee bill would continue
price support at current statutory levels
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as a protection to the producer. Because
there are so many producing units,
which individually have little bargaining
power, and because a small surplus is so
destructive of price in such situations,
Congress has seen fit to support farm
prices. This is also helpful to the mills
and the consumers because it keeps a
healthy farm economy producing for
their needs. To the extent that we re-
move price supports, the mills will get
cotton cheaper for a while. Experience
in 1964, shows that the consumer will not
get the advantage of it. The use of cot-
ton in relation to synthetics will not in-
crease. But mill margins will go up.
That is what the experience of 1964
shows us. That is what the amendment
of the Senator from Georgia will do.

One other provision of the Senator’s
amendment probably should be men-
tioned. Perhaps it is the keystone of the
amendment, for it is the one provision
which I believe has been contained in
every version of the House cotton pro-
visions. It begins on page 9, line 5; and
it provides what shall be done if Congress
refuses to permit the amendment to be
carried out as written.

I do not believe that the Senate should
approve an amendment, when even its
proponents doubt that Congress would
be willing to permit it to be carried out.

The amendment of the Senator from
Georgia really differs very little from the
present law in philosophical terms. The
important one-price concept has been
maintained, although the level has been
reduced by about 214 cents. In retain-
ing the one-price concept the Senator
would also retain the same ills of the
presenf program. For example, our ex-
ports under the present law have suf-
fered and I predict that exports under
the amendment will also suffer, although
perhaps not as much. We still announce
our export price at the beginning of the
season, and our competitors in world
markets will still be able to undersell
us just as they have done this year and
last. The amendment does not change
this in any respect.

Second, domestic mills will receive
cotton at the same price as foreign mills,
but, I predict that the use of cotton do-
mestically will not attain the levels pre-
dicted by the Department of Agriculture.
I predict further, that mill profits will
continue to improve at the expense of
the Federal Government and to the
detriment of producers and local com-
munities throughout the Cotton Belt.

Because of the drastic acreage cuts
contemplated by the amendment on the
one hand, and the open-end planting on
the other, the small rural communities
in the South which are surrounded by
small farms will become ghost towns.
These small farms cannot afford not to
cut, while the large corporate farms in
the West cannot afford not to plant in
excess of the allotment. Cotton acreage
during the next 4 years will move west,
while the small cotton acreage in the
Southeast will disappear, never again to
be planted, whatever we do after the
next 4 years. Further, I predict that
sometime during the next 4 years an
effort will be made to limit the payment
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to farms. This would never be done fo
mills, but it will be done to the farmers
of the Nation. As a result cotton pro-
ducers will find themselves faced with
attempting to produce cotton virtually
at world prices. Under these circum-
stances economic chaos can be expected
in cotton-producing areas.

I can see no earthly good in the amend-
ment before us. I see nothing that will
benefit the farming areas of the Na-
tion. I see only more and bigger profits
to domestic cotton mills which are al-
ready reaping the rewards of the 1964
law passed last year.

- The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ad-
ditional 5 minutes the Senator yielded
himself have expired.

Mr, ELLENDER. I yield myself 2 ad-
ditional minutes.

That protection was established by the
Agricultural Act of 1958. That law pro-
vided the producer with a guaranteed
support price of not less than 65, and
not more than 90 percent of parity. It
guaranteed to the producer national
acreage allotment of at least 16 million
acres, plus a reserve of about 300,000
acres. The Senator’s amendment would
do away with both of these twin protec-
tive devices. The price-support loan
would be reduced to not more than 90
percent of the estimated world price,
but it could be fixed as low as the Secre-
tary saw fit, at 80 percent, 70 percent, or
any lower percent of the world price.
And as the world price was driven down
the loan level would go lower and lower.
The Senator, himself, has said that the
committee bill in seeking to export 6 mil-
lion bales a year would disrupt the world
cotton market, and that his amendment
would get the Government out of the
pawnbroker business by selling more cot-
ton at competitive world prices. So un-
der the Senator’s amendment the world
price would be forced down further and
further, and the support loan would be
forced down further and further. If
Congress continued to provide funds for
ever-increasing payments, the difference
between this decreasing loan and 65 per-
cent of parity would be paid to the farm-
er on the production of 65 percent of his
allotment. On the rest of his allotment
he would get only the loan.

When we passed the Agricultural Act
of 1958, there was no reasonable mini-
mum national acreage allotment and the
cotton producers were faced with con-
tinually decreasing allotments. We had
to give up a little in price support, in
order to obtain a guaranteed minimum
acreage for the farmer. But we did it,
and the acreage was increased. But the
Senator’'s amendment cuts both the price
and the acreage.

The committee bill does not do this.
The committee bill maintains both the
support-price range and the minimum
allotment that we obtained in 1958. In
addition it provides producers with in-
creased support if they reduce to their
domestic allotments. It provides small
producers with these payments without
requiring them to reduce their acreage.
In other words, while the Senator’s
amendment takes from producers at
both ends, the committee bill takes noth-
ing away from the producer.
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One of the reasons our exports suffered
last year was that we required the do-
mestic price to be equalized with the
export price. This meant that every
time we reduced our export price we had
to increase the domestic subsidy. In
order to keep our domestic subsidy
within some limits the Department con-
sequently held the export price up, and
exports fell. The Senator’s amendment
continues a one-price system in effect,
and will therefore continue this inhibit-
ing influence on exports.

The committee bill would divorce the
domestic and export prices. The do-
mestic mill would benefit from a 3-cent
payment. The export sales would be
made on a bid basis and we would dis-
pose of more cotton.

We are facing almost exactly the same
situation which prevailed last year when
the present law was enacted. At that
time the Department of Agriculture vig-
orously supported the proposal just as
they support the present proposal.
Then, as now, they presented cost esti-
mates and other projections to the Con-
gress showing how wonderful the pro-
gram was to be. At that time carryover
stocks of upland cotton were estimated
at 12.1 million bales. Domestic con-
sumption of cotton allegedly was losing
ground to manmade fibers and exports
were held to be suffering, and the cost of
the old program was held to be excessive.

On the floor of the Senate I predicted
that the proposal which is now law would
be detrimental to producers, would be
more costly, would make no contribution
toward solving the problems facing us,
and the only ones to benefit from this
type program would be the domestic cot-
ton mills,

But the proponents argued otherwise.
They claimed that according to the De-
partment of Agriculture the cost of the
program would be reduced to $448 mil-
lion, that consumers would benefit to the
tune of $700 million, that domestic mill
use of cotton would increase by 1.1 mil-
lion bales, that exports would total 5 mil-
lion bales, that CCC stocks of cotton
would decrease 2,150,000 bales, that total
carryover would decrease by 1,650,000
bales, that the use of manmade fibers
would decrease, and that all problems
then facing the cotton industry would be
solved.

But the fact is that in no instance were
the estimates by the Department of
Agriculture correct, or the proponents
of the present law correct. The cost of
the 1964 program, as estimated by the
Department of Agriculture on February
19, 1964, only months before the existing
law was to become effective. was put at
$448 million. I might add that last year
the Department estimated the cost of
my alternative proposal at $500 million.
I will have more to say about this a little
later because again this year the Depart-
ment has estimated my new proposal at a
higher level than the one it favors. I do
not want to accuse them of rigging the
figures but I thought I would mention
that somehow or cther their cost esti-
mates always show the program they
favor to be the less expensive. But to
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get back to my point. As I said, the De-
partment estimated the cost of the pres-
ent law for 1964 at $448 million. But
what has the actual cost been? Well,
in the latest estimate received by the
committee, the cost of the 1964 cotton
program amounted to $892.7 million—
almost double the original estimates of
the Department of Agriculture and
$392.7 million more than the cost of the
program I proposed last year.

The proponents of the present law used
a letter from the Secretary of Commerce,
which can be found on page 510 of part
II of the hearings held in January and
February of 1964, to substantiate their
claim that consumers would benefit. In
a letter addressed to me, Mr. Hodges
said that the Department of Commerce
estimated that savings to consumers
would amount to about $90 million for
each cent reduction in the price of raw
cotton, with the total savings to con-
sumers estimated to be $700 million.
Now that the first year of the present
law is behind us, the record shows that
cloth prices have increased rather than
decreased.

For the past 25 years the Cotton Divi-
sion of the Consumer and Marketing
Service of the Department of Agriculture
has regularly published prices of cloth
and cotton and mill margins. . As a mat-
ter of fact the American Textile Manu-
facturers Institute used these same data
to substantiate their claim that cloth
prices would immediately reflect the low-
er cotton price contemplated by the pro-
posed law. The information I have
placed in the record shows that the
average cloth prices of 20 constructions
in July 1963 amounted to 60.28 cents per
pound, in July 1964 cloth prices averaged
60.95 cents per pound, and in July of this
yvear the same 20 constructions averaged
65.30 cents per pound, an increase of 4.35
cents during the same year that consum-
ers were supposed to save $700 million by
the enactment of the present law.

During this period prices of cotton to
the mills declined from 35.57 cents in
1963 and 35.60 cents in 1964 to 27.33
cents in July of 1965. This is a decline
of B8.27 cents per pound in the price of
raw cotton to the domestic mills of this
Nation.

Mill margins, which is the difference
between cloth prices and cotton prices
increased from 24.71 cents in 1963 and
25.09 cents in 1964 to 37.97 cents in July
of 1965, an increase of 12.88 cents per
pound. In other words, the tremendous
saving that was supposed to be passed
on by the domestic mills to the consum-
ers of this Nation not only was retained
by the domestic mills, but margins actu-
ally increased even over and above cotton
price reduction. As a result, consumers
are paying more now for textiles than
they were last year and the year before,
notwithstanding the fact that domestic
mills are getting cotton at about 8.5 cents
a pound less than they did before the
one-price cotton law became effective.

Now what about exports? The year
before this new law became effective, ex-
ports of cotton from the United States
amounted to 5.7 million bales, but during
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the first year of the so-called one-price
system, exports amounted to only 4 mil-
lion bales, a decrease of 1.7 million bales
in the first year of its operation and
about 1 million bales less than the De-
partment’s estimate. Furthermore, ex-
ports during the present marketing year
are again very slow and are not expected
to total much more than last year's very
poor showing.

The Department of Agriculture also
estimated that the Commodity Credit
Corporation’s stocks of cotton would de-
crease by 2,150,000 bales. But the facts
show that instead of decreasing there
was an increase of about 550,000 bales,
for a total error in the Department’s
estimates of 2.7 million bales.

Total carryover stocks were also sup-
posed to decline according to the predic-
tions of the Department of Agriculture
by 1,650,000 bales. However, the record
shows that instead of declining, carry-
over stocks actually increased by 1.1 mil-
lion bales for a total error of 2,750,000
bales.

The proponents also claimed that the
one-price program would result in a de-
crease in the use of manmade fibers by
domestic mills. Here again they were
wrong. Instead of decreasing, the use of
manmade fibers increased by 210,000
bales over the year before, and the use
of rayon is slightly above the previous
year.

Their claim that one-price cotton
would halt the trend to synthetics was
disputed by me on the floor of the Sen-
ate. At that time I contended that the
trend toward synthetics was not peculiar
to the United States but was in evidence
throughout the world, I pointed outf that
in the United Kingdom the use of cotton
as a percentage of all fibers used amount-
ed to 52.3 percent in 1952, whereas in
1963, the latest data available, cotton
use had declined to 28.6 percent of the
total. In Japan, cotton use declined dur-
ing this same period from 64.6 to 274
percent. In Belgium, cotton use declined
from 69.2 to 45.7 percent. In France,
the decline was from 60.3 to 46 percent.
In Italy, the decline was from 62 to 44.4
percent. Purchases of cotton by foreign
countries is made on world markets at
world prices. In the United States the
decline was from 69.5 to 55.8 percent, a
smaller decline than in other countries,
notwithstanding the fact that domestic
mills bought cotton at higher prices.

Finally, the Department of Agriculture
last February estimated that domestic
mill consumption of cotton would in-
crease by 1.1 million bales under their
so-called one-price cotton program.

The results are now in, and the actual
mill consumption increased by only 600,-
000 bales, slightly more than one-half the
Department’s predictions.

Mr. President, I said earlier that I
would have more to say about the De-
partment’s predictions. So far I have
shown, from their own figures, how ut-
terly wrong they were last year in Feb-
ruary when they were predicting for the
crop that was to be planted in just a
few months. Now, this year, even before
the 1965 crop is fully harvested, they are
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predicting for 1966-67. TUndoubtedly
they believe that they are seers—but
from past performance, as I have shown,
I do not believe that their erystal ball
is any better than anyone elses. As a
matter of fact, I said on the Senate floor
last year that they were wrong in their
estimates, and my predictions did come
to pass, for the law that was enacted,
and the Department supported, turned
out to be an absolute failure in every
regard.

Last year’s legislation was designed to
help only the domestic mills. They re-
ceived a windfall amounting to about
$32.50 for every bale of cotton they con-
sumed. On a 9.1-million-bale consump-
tion this amounted to $295.7 million—
quite a pocketfull.

But, Mr. President, the bill that the
committee approved this year is a farm
bill in every sense of the word. It is de-
signed to protect farm income, to provide
markets for producers of cotton, to in-
sure the well-being of the thousands of
small rural communities scattered
throughout the Cotton Belt upon which
farmers depend so heavily, and to lay the
groundwork for a sound future for
cotton.

The Senate cotton amendment is a
very simple but direct attack on the fun-
damental problems facing cotton. It
provides for a minimum of changes, but
these will accomplish our purposes.

Under the Senate amendment we re-
tain the 65 to 90 percent of parity price-
support concept on the total allotment
of producers. The Senate amendment
provides farmers with the price and
income protection they so sorely need.
The amendment, however, provides
farmers with protection only on 65 per-
cent of their allotments and then part
or perhaps all of this could be payments.
Actually, the amendment, as it relates
to cotton, is a wide-open affair, giving
the Secretary of Agriculture unheard of
discretionary authority. Under the
amendment, price support consists of
payments plus a loan level. But the loan
level cannot be set above 90 percent of
the world price, and could be set at zero.
Therefore, the Secretary could, and I do
not say he would, but he could set the
loan level at zero with payments to co-
operators set at 65 percent of parity or
27.31 cents per pound.

In other words, under the amendment
the producer would depend upon the
Government for the major portion of his
income.

The Senate bill also provides for an
orderly reduction in stocks, but not so
sharply as to critically injure the econ-
omies of the many local rural communi-
ties which depend upon cotton for their
well-being. Farmers and the local com-
munities are partners, so to speak, in
maintaining economic stability in their
areas. Business in small communities
depend upon farmers for this well-being
just as farmers depend upon the local
communities for the many supplies and
services needed in operating their farms.
This is a joint venture and one which
must be preserved.

The Senate bill makes this possible by
providing for a domestic allotment equal
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to 65 percent of the total allotment.
Farmers who wish to reduce production
are offered an incentive payment of be-
tween 20 and 40 percent of the support
price. In 1966, the incentive payment
would amount to 25 percent of the sup-
port price. This is purely voluntary.
There is no mandatory cut such as con-
tained in the amendment. The method
provided by the Senate bill is far
superior and under it the commit-
tee believes that enough grower partici-
pation can be secured so that stocks can
be reduced in an orderly fashion over
the 4-year period to reasonable levels.
After the stocks are reduced we can pro-
ceed under the law as originally intended.

Although I believe that the domestic
mill subsidy is wrong, the committee felt
that some concession should be made in
order to bring domestic prices more in
line with prices paid by foreign mills.
Therefore a 3-cent subsidy was provided
for. This ought to compensate for the
higher transportation costs paid by for-
eign mills, which the record shows is
about 2.5 to 3.5 cents more than domes-
tic mills pay.

Finally the committee felt that cotton
exports must be increased if the cotton
industry in this country is to survive.

During the 5-year period 1956-60 our
exports averaged just at 6 million bales.
The average for the 1961-65 period, how-
ever, amounts to only 4.4 million bales in
spite of the fact that world consumption
has increased.

The practice by the Department of
Agriculture in announcing a fixed sub-
sidy prior to the beginning of the mar-
keting year, which has remained in effect
throughout the year without change, has
been detrimental to our export effort. In
effect, this sets the world price, and our
foreign competitors market their entire
crop by selling their cotton just below
our announced price.

The committee believes that our com-
petitive position abroad will be improved
materially by the amendment to existing
law which would prohibit the preseason
announcement of our export price and
to move instead to a bid basis. In this
way, world supply and demand will de-
termine world prices and our exporters
will be on equal footing with foreign
exporters in marketing cotton abroad.
In closing, Mr. President, I predict that
the proponents of this amendment will
be proved just as wrong as were the pro-
ponents of the present iaw.

Mr. President, I have placed in the
REecorp quite a few tables indicating that
notwithstanding all that has been said
by the proponents of this bill in regard
to the additional amounts that will be
used

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. ELLENDER. May I ask how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has 6 minutes remaining.

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 5 minutes to
the distinguished Senator from
Kentucky.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I do
not come from a State which produces
a great amount of cotton, and I do not
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have such specific and intimate knowl-
edge of cotton as do both those who
support and those who oppose the Tal-
madge amendment. But as a member
of the Agriculture Committee, and one
who voted against the Talmadge amend-
ment—defeated in the committee by a
vote of 8 to 7—I think I have a duty
to explain my views as one who is con-
cerned with the question from a national
standpoint.

The arguments of the Senator from
Georgia are very persuasive. I know, of
course, that both those who support
Senator Tarmapce, and those who sup-
port Senator ELLENDER’s cotton plan,
adopted by the committee, are equally
concerned that the cotton grower secure
a fair price for his cotton.

At first impression, I thought the pro-
posal of the able Senator from Georgia
[Mr. Tarmance] should be adopted. But
as we discussed the plan in the commit-
tee, several questions arose which I do
not believe have been satisfactorily an-
swered.

As I see it, the success of the Talmadge
proposal depends upon the assumption
that cotton will move freely into the
world market. The danger in this as-
sumption seems to me to be this: If all
or a large part of the U.S. cotton crop
over domestic needs, not to mention
CCC holdings, begins to move abruptly
into the world market, the world price,
of course, will go down. But as the price
drops, other cotton producers through-
out the world will be able to meet the
price at which this country can sell.

As this happens, I believe we will be
in the same situation we are in today—
that is, our exports will not increase in
any significant volume, and the CCC
would be required to take additional
stocks into its inventory.

This is a contingency which the Tal-
madge amendment does not anticipate,
and in fact assumes will not occur.
However, I think it is reasonable to be-
lieve that other nations may be as com=
petitive at a lower price as they are
today, unless the world price drops to
an extremely low level.

Then what will happen? TUnder the
Talmadge proposal, the Federal Govern-
ment must make up the difference be-
tween the 65 percent of parity support
price and the CCC loan level set by the
Secretary at not more than 90 percent
of the world price. That would mean,
of course, that as the world price de-
clines, the Government would have to
make larger payments to the cotton
producers than is anticipated in the first
year of operation under the bill.

A third point which I do not believe
has been sufficiently considered is that
under the Ellender proposal, as con-
trasted to the Talmadge proposal, the
U.S. Government has some control over
the cost to the Government of the cotton
program. This must be considered, as
the public interest is involved. If the
Talmadge program does not work, we
could lose control of the cost.

The textile mills and their workers
deserve consideration. But the mills
constitute the one element in the cotton
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industry which has an inflexible guar-
antee under the Talmadge amendment—
the guarantee that it will be able to buy
cotton at whatever the world price be-
comes, regardless of whether the plan
works, and whatever its cost to the Gov-
ernment.

I think the Ellender amendment meets
all the objectives fairly, and with rea-
sonable assurance of success to assure
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a fair price for the producer, to assist
the mills and their workers, and to leave
in the Federal Government some control
over the cost of the program. For these
reasons, I support the Ellender plan,
voted by the committee, and oppose the
pending amendment of the Senator from
Georgia.

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from Texas.
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Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp at this point a table ap-
pearing at page 60 of the report, a table
showing the percent of original allot-
ment farms by size groups.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

196/ upland cotton: Percent of original allotment farms by size groups

Number of Bize of original allotment (in percent) !
Btate allotment
farms 0.1 to 5 to 10.1 to 15 to 30 to 50 to 100 to 200 to
4.9 acres 10acres | 14.0 acres | 29.9 acres | 40.9 acres | 99.0 acres | 199.9 acres | 340.9 ncres
93, 714 40.6 34.0 10.5 9.6 2.9 1.6 0.6 0.2
3,218 6.9 9.9 9.1 15.9 13.3 17.2 14.5 7.7
244 20.6 24.3 15.1 19.9 8.1 6.4 3.4 1.3
10, 467 1.5 11.6 17.0 17.9 12.4 14.3 9.0 3.8
5, 580 56.7 21.7 7.0 6.7 1.3 .b 2 | (O]
61, 730 30.0 32.3 12.9 15.8 5.3 2.8 .8 |
336 59.1 21.5 8.1 5.9 3.3 1.2 .6 .3
; J| R 100, 0 s n ol 2 d e -
805 68.6 14.8 3.0 6.2 4.1 2.2 L0 .1
27,330 23.2 32.2 13.8 16.7 6.2 4.6 2.2 .8
73,128 32.8 30. 4 12.3 12.9 4.5 3.3 2.0 L1l
14, 008 21.0 19.6 14.8 22.4 10.7 7.9 2.7 .6
v | S e ) PRSERN Ae] 15.0 h ¢ 15 N B e o i
4,870 15.2 17.5 10.0 22.7 14.7 13.4 4.9 1.3
66, 742 61.6 23.3 6.6 5.6 1.8 .9 .2 (]
34,198 18.0 22.1 13.3 24. 4 12.7 7.5 1.7 .2
E 69, 332 4.3 26.5 10.6 11.0 4.1 2.6 o 2
] 51,332 43.0 20.2 10.7 10.0 3.4 2.0 .6 i
T N 152,618 10.9 12.1 0.4 23.6 16. 4 17.4 7.6 19 .4 .2 1
Virginia_ . cccceaaaa s 4,712 T0.6 14.7 3.2 1.9 .5 ok () | e e A e e
United States. .. 708, 393 31.2 24.5 10.9 15. 4 7.6 6.5 2.8 .8 .2 1 @

I Original allotments refer to those established for all farms prior to release and reapportionment programs.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. This cotton sec-
tion of the bill means a great deal to the
people of Texas, which is the leading cot-
ton producing State. The Cotton Re-
search Committee of Texas estimates
that more than 1 million Texans derive
all or part of their incomes from grow-
ing, processing, manufacturing, or sell-
ing cotton, cottonseed, and their prod-
ucts. Some 152,618 of the 708,393 origi-
nal allotment farms in the country are in
Texas. Texas produces $566 million out
of a national total of $2,258 million worth
of cotton lint, and $76 million out of a
national total of $274 million worth of
cottonseed. Clearly cotton is a com-
modity of immense importance to Texas.

Mr. President, the cotton industry is in
great danger. I fear that unless mean-
ingful corrective action is taken, we will
be witnessing the last days of the small
American cotton farmer, who has con-
tributed so richly to the development of
the southern and southwestern regions
of this country and who has played such
an important role in the political and so-
cial history of this country.

After much study, I have come to the
conclusion that the committee bill is best
designed to restore the health of the cot-
ton industry.

The committee bill will provide a more
adequate support price for the grower.
At the same time it will encourage the
growth of domestic use of cotton through
a mill subsidy of 3 cents per pound and
encourage exports through a larger ex-
port subsidy.

If we try to compete at the world mar-
ket price, other cotton growing countries
of the world can simply undercut us.
The committee bill wisely meets this
problem by instituting a bid procedure
which will enable the United States to
compete more favorably on the world
market.

Moreover, although I acknowledge that
there is some dispute on this point, the
Ellender proposal offers the best oppor-
tunity to cut back our production to a
point where supply more nearly equals
demand. The Ellender program in-
creases the payments for cutting back
production from the present 4.35 to 7
cents in the first year. In the following
3 years the Secretary could raise the in-
centive payments if experience shows
that this is necessary. The Secretary
would have the flexibility to set payments
at the level necessary to achieve the de-
sired cutback in production.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
am pleased to be a cosponsor of the
Talmadge amendment to H.R. 9811. The
Talmadge amendment is vital to our na-
tional economy, and particularly to the
economy of South Carolina, because of
the economie importance of our domestic
cotton industry, from the producer to
the consumer.

The basic question posed to the
Members of this body on this vote is
whether our Government is going to con-
tinue the new one-price cotton concept
as embodied in the Talmadge substitute
and approved again in principle by the
House of Representatives or whether we
are going to adopt the multiple-price
concept as embodied in the Eastland-
Ellender amendment, which was voted by
the Senate Agriculture Committee in a
close vote.

In 1964, the Congress voted to change
from a two-price to a one-price cotton
system in order to try to save cotton
from losing out in competition with syn-
thetic fibers. This was deemed to be im-
portant by the Congress not only because
cotton is an essential basic fiber, but also
because of the adverse effects which a
sick cotton economy could have—and in-
deed was having—on so many aspects of

% Less than 0.05 percent.

our economic life. The cotton industry
in our country is a vast industry. It
cuts across virtually every segment of
our population. Involved are growers,
farmworkers, merchants who sell sup-
plies and equipment to farmers, banking
institutions which help finance farm
operations, ginners, cotton buyers, tex-
tile and apparel manufacturers and their
employees—who number approximately
2 million—and the consuming public.
Many communities in my State and in
other States are directly dependent on
cotton for their economic health. In-
deed, even our Defense Establishment
has found our textile industry to be sec-
ond in importance only to steel in pro-
viding the vital resources and supplies
necessary for the defense of our Nation.

In an effort to try to help solve some
of the problems of the cotton industry,
there was introduced in Congress in 1956
a two-price cotton plan to stimulate a
rapidly deteriorating cotton export situa-
tion. In this same legislation there was
incorporated a provision to place im-
port quotas on cotton goods being
manufactured overseas and returned to
this country at a low price because of the
advantage gained by the foreign manu-
facturers on the export subsidy and also
because of the very decided wage dif-
ferential favoring the foreign mills.
However, when the two-price system
was approved by the Congress, the im-
port quota feature was dropped. Thus,
from 1956 to 1964, foreign mills enjoyed
an 8'5-cent-per-pound raw material ad-
vantage over domestic mills. In other
words, our Government, in order to move
our surplus cotton production on the
world market at a price 8% cents lower
than the domestic market was giving a
one-fourth price advantage to foreign
mills on cotton grown, in some cases,
next door to American cotton mills.
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During that 8-year period, the domestic
textile industry experienced terrific hard-
ships. Cheap imports increased from
about 300 million square yards to 1.2 bil-
lion. The impact on the market struc-
ture of the industry was devastating. In
spite of the great population increase, and
a much higher gross national product,
domestic consumption of cotion
dropped—while the use of competitive
products soared.

Because there is no way for American
cotton to move to market except through
the domestic industry, this was a tragic
situation not only for the textile industry
but for the entire cotton economy as well.
The strength of cotton obviously can be
no greater than the strength of the indus-
try through which the product moves to
market.

The subject of ever-increasing cotton
textile imports was subjected to close
studies by the Senate Commerce Com-
mittee’s Special Textile Subcommittee.
I had the privilege of serving on this sub-
committee with the distinguished senior
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Pas-
ToRE] and the distinguished senior Sen-
ator from New Hampshire [Mr. CorTOoN].
Each time our subcommittee issued a re-
port, we stressed the fact that the two-
price cotton system was proving to be
grossly unfair to the domestic cotton
textile industry and to the entire domes-
tic cotton economy. We recommended
strongly that corrective action be taken
on this and other problems by the execu-
tive branch of the National Government.

Unfortunately, the most appropriate
approach to this problem created by two-
price cotton—the imposition of import
quotas or at least an offsetting import
fee—was never adopted by the executive
branch.

Since no effective administrative ac-
tion was taken, the Congress was asked
last year to enact a cotton law which
would eliminate the two-price system,
making it possible for American mills
to buy American cotton at the same price
as it is sold for export to competing for-
eign mills. Thus was a great injustice
balanced, and the posture of the domes-
tic cotton industry improved.

Last year’s cotton program cost more
than was expected because an extra 2
million bales of cotton was produced, and
we exported 1 million bales less than was
estimated. This 3 million bales had to
wind up in the hands of the Commodity
Credit Corporation, and the excess cost
actually is in the inventory. Even so, it
is unrelated to the one-price feature.
Actually, this exact situation could have
occurred with either the one-price or
two-price system in effect.

The truth of the matter is that the
one-price feature is the one aspect of the
law that did work well so far as domestic
cotton consumption and the welfare of
the domestic textile industry and its re-
lated apparel industry are concerned.
Under the one-price system, mills gained
a new confidence in cotton. Consump-
tion increased by 600,000 bales. Employ-
ment rose by 27,000 jobs in the textile
industry and another 58,000 in the ap-
parel industry. This contrasts with find-
ings by the Senate’s Textile Subcom-
mittee that textile employment dropped
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by 400,000 during 1947-60 while 828 mills
were closed during the same period.

Since establishment last year of the
one-price system, there have been three
wage increases of 5 percent each. Mill
profits have improved but they are still
not equivalent to the level of all manu-
facturing. In 1964, the textile profit per-
centage on sales was 3.1 compared to
5.2 for the average of other industries.
Much of the increased profits—in fact,
more than $1 billion—has been invested
in new machinery and equipment to
make the textile industry more competi-
tive. This investment represents twice
the amount put in machinery in previ-
0us years.

Some farmers have expressed con-
cern over last year's legislation because
their support level was lowered in an
effort to make cotton more competitive
with synthetics. The support level on 1-
inch Middling cotton was reduced from
32% to 30 cents and later to 29 cents.
However, those farmers agreeing to a vol-
untary cutback in acreage were guar-
anteed another 4.35 cents. Thus those
feeling the price squeeze foremost were
the larger farmers who preferred to
produce in quantity.

Under the Talmadge amendment now
pending, it is my understanding that
farmers agreeing to a 35-percent reduc-
tion in their acreage will be guaranteed
35.65 cents per pound for next year. If,
as expected, the market price is another
cent above the guarantee level, then the
price would be almost 37 cents per pound.
Also understand that those farmers
taking the mandatory 10 percent acreage
reduction would be guaranteed 32 cents
per pound plus a possible 1-cent increase
in the market price. This would result
in a higher price guarantee than now
available or which would be available
under the four-price Eastland-Ellender
plan. I ask unanimous consent, Mr.
President, to have inserted at this point
in my remarks three charts which show
the difference in farmer price benefits
under the present program, the Tal-
mliﬁge plan, and the Eastland-Ellender
plan,

Farmers in South Carolina have ex-
pressed the desire that three other items
pertaining to cotton be rectified in this
farm bill. I am glad that both the Tal-
madge and the Eastland-Ellender plans
are designed to insure that there can be
a release and reapportionment of unused
acreage allotments across county lines,
that certain limitations are applied to
open-end planting, and that the Secre-
tary of Agriculture will have no au-
thority, as originally proposed, to per=-
mit him to buy up cotton allotments on
a permanent basis.

Another important question at stake
in this debate is the question of the costs
of the Talmadge and Eastland-Ellender
plans. After all, this is certainly an im-
portant factor to be considered. Agri-
culture Department estimates show that
the Talmadge plan should cost $2.8 bil-
lion over the 4-year period as against
$3.9 billion for the Eastland-Ellender
plan. The reason for the difference in
cost is that less cotton will be planted
and more consumed under the Talmadge
plan.
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These, Mr. President, are my primary
reasons for being a cosponsor to the Tal-
madge plan. At stake here is a basic
concept of one-price versus a multiple-
price plan that will prove more costly
and less workable. I am convinced from
the careful study I have made of all the
factors involved that the interests of all
segments of the cotton industry—from
producer to consumer—as well as the
overall public interest will be better
served by adoption of the Talmadge
plan, which I am confident will prevail
in the forthcoming vote.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent that three examples dealing
with a 480-pound yield be printed in the
Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

Farm ezample: 10-acre allotment farm with
480-pound yield
1965

10 acres at 480=10 bales ¥ $145._._. 81,450
10X 480X 4.36 cents (domestic allot-
ment PAayment) aee-eeeemcome e 208
Total -—-- 1,068
. 1966
Talmadge proposals:
10 acres at 480=10 bales X $110.. 1,100
10X 480X 14.65 cents (domestic
allotment payment) . .._-_-- 703
Total ===, 15808
Ellender proposals:
10 acres at 480=10 bales X $145.. 1,460
10 480X 'T cents (domestic allot-
ment PAYmMeNnt)acecoooecaaas 8368
Total PRI TR Y
H.R. 9811 as passed by House (do-
mestic allotment for 10-acre
allotment farm would be 6.5
acres) :
6.5 acres at 480=6.5 bales X #110. 715
6.5X48014.66 cents (domestic
allotment payment) __——————___ 457
Total ek Y - 1B - |

Farm ezxample: 100-acre allotment farm
with 480-pound yield and 65-acre domes-
tic allotment making maximum diversion

19656

65 acres at 480=65 bales X $1456__._. $9,425
65 X 480X 4.35 cents (domestic allot-
ment PAYMeDt) - cccceac e 1,867
Total 10, 782
1966
Talmadge proposals:
65 acres at 480=65 bales X $110.- 7,150
65 X 480 % 14.66 cents (domestic al-
lotment payment)____——_—____ 4, 570
Total 11, 720
Ellender proposals:
65 acres at 480=66 bales X $145.. 9,425
65480 X7 cents (domestic allot-
ment payment) e 2,184
Total 11, 609
H.R. 9811 as passed by House:
65 acres at 480=65 bales X $110_- 17, 150
65X 480X 14.66 cents (domestic al-
lotment payment)____________ 4, 570
Total 11, 720
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Farm example: 100-acre allotment farm with
480-pound yield and 65-acre domestic al-
lotment making minimum mandatory
diversion

1965
100 acres at 480=100 bales X $145._ $14, 500

1966
Talmadge proposal (10 percent man-
datory diversion) :
90 acres at 480=90 bales X $110_.
65480 10.62 cents (domestic
allotment payment) ---—--oo-—-

9,900
3,313

13,213
Ellender proposal (no mandatory
diversion); No diversion is required
under this proposal and the carry-
over and stocks of cotton held by
CCC will continue to increase.
H.R. 9811 as passed by House (15
percent mandatory) :
85 acres at 480=285 bales ¥ $110-_
654801142 cents (domestic
allotment payment) o -ooc-a-o- 3,563

12,9013

Mr. TALMADGE obtained the floor.

Mr. President, I yield to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President,
farmers and others who are far more
conversant than I with the farm bill, and
particularly the cotton section of it, are
much confused and are having extreme
difficulty in comprehending exactly what
the consequences will be if either the
House bill or the Senate version is finally
enacted into law.

I cite as a specific example a problem
which farmers in my State have had in
trying to understand Senator TALMADGE’S
substitute. Subsection (8) of section 602
of the Senator's amendment to H.R. 9811
would “condition payments on a farm
maintaining an acreage of approved con-
servation uses equal to the sum of, first,
the acreage taken out of cotton to qualify
for payments and, second, the average
acreage of cropland on the farm devoted
to designated soil conserving crops or
practices, including summer fallow and
idle land, during a base period prescribed
by the Secretary.” The portion about
which I speak appears on page 8 in sub-
section (8), part 2, lines 3 through 6, and
more particularly the phrase “during a
base period prescribed by the Secretary.”
Perhaps a simple example will best point
out our difficulty. I have farmers in my
State who, during the base period of 1959
and 1960, had thousands of acres in tim-
berland. Since that time, this land has
been cleared and planted primarily in
soybeans, which up until early this year
was not considered a surplus crop. The
problem now arises: Should the Secre-
tary of Agriculture decide to set a retro-
active base period, these farmers would
be required to let this timberland that
has been cleared and planted in soybeans
lie idle. That is, any further planting on
the land might be prohibited as a con-
dition for that farmer to participate in
the cotton program.

For that reason, I had intended to offer
an amendment in behalf of myself and
my colleague [Mr. FoLBriGHT], who is
necessarily absent. We have felt this
amendment would alleviate the problem
to which I have just referred. Our
amendment would have stricken out on
page 8 of the Talmadge amendment all
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of the language in line 3, after subpart 2,
down to the word “Secretary” on line 6,
and in its place we had intended to in-
sert this language: “not to exceed the
number of acres of cropland on the farm
required during the crop year 1965 to be
devoted to designated soil conserving
crops or practices, including summer fal-
low and idle land.”

I discussed our proposed amendment
with both the distinguished Senator from
Georgia [Mr. Tarmance] and Mr. Horace
Godfrey, who is the Administrator of the
Agricultural Stabilization and Conserva-
tion Service. Mr. Godfrey assures me
that the amendment is unnecessary un-
der regulation changes which the Secre-
tary of Agriculture proposes to make. I
requested a letter from the Secretary
which would define and clarify this point.

In lieu of offering the amendment, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp at this point the Secre-
tary’s letter, which I understand is in-
tended to assure the farmers of my State
that timberland which has been cleared
and planted in soybeans, at least such
land as was cleared up to early 1965,
would not be required to lie idle.

There being no objection, the letter was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D.C., September 10, 1965.
Hon. JouN L. McCLELLAN,
U.S. Senate.

Dear SENATOR McCLELLAN: This is in re-
sponse to your inquiry relative to the estab-
lishment of farm conserving bases. You
particularly questioned the requirement that
a farm conserving base be increased by the
amount of any noncropland which is brought
into cropland status.

As you know, our voluntary programs for
feed grains and wheat have required that
acreage diverted from such crops be devoted
to conserving uses in addition to the average
acreage of conserving uses on the farm in
1959 and 1960. This average conserving acre-
age is called the farm conserving base. By
regulations we have required an inerease in
the conserving base when noncropland was
brought into cropland status. The objective
was to prevent additional and unneeded acre-
age of surplus crops.

It is my understanding you have many con-
stituents who have brought acreage of non-
cropland into a cropland status and who are
concerned about the conserving base require-
ment. I further understand that these farm-
ers have not devoted this new cropland to
the production of crops in surplus but have
devoted such acreage to soybeans.

This letter is to inform you that our regu-
lations will specify for 1966 that the farm
conserving base will not reflect the acreage
of noncropland brought into a cropland
status since the base period (1959-60) if such
new cropland was not devoted to the pro-
duction of crops in surplus. This means that
this new cropland which has been devoted to
the production of soybeans will not be added
to the conserving base and the farmer may
continue to produce the acreage of soybeans
as produced in prior years. Where neces-
sary, farm conserving bases which now re-
flect increases based upon new cropland will
be adjusted downward.

Sincerely yours,
ORvVILLE L. FREEMAN.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
yvield 3 minutes to the able senior Senator
from Rhode Island.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, the
reason I rise is to restate in affirmative
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language what I stated when I asked the
distinguished Senator from Missouri
[Mr. SymincTON] a question. I have a
strong and conscientious conviction that
it was absolutely immoral for the United
States to sell a raw product to a foreign
producer who, when he produces his
product, competes with an American
producer in the American market, when
the American must pay 8% cents a pound
more for the raw material that goes into
that product. That is how simple the
question is.

When I was Governor of the State
of Rhode Island, between 1945 and 1950,
45 percent of the gross income of my
State came from the textile mills and the
people who held jobs in those mills. To-
day that 45 percent has dropped fto 15
percent. Mills are closing down in
Rhode Island all around us.

Here I am on the floor of the Senate
with a toothache, and Senators rise and
say, “You feel fine, PasToRE, because I
don’t feel your pain.”

Many reports have been placed in the
REecorp to show how good it is with the
textile industry. Yet over the past 10
years 1,000 mills have closed in the
United States, and we have lost almost
one-half million jobs. All this has oc-
curred in the United States of America
today when we have more people em-
ployed than ever before in the history
of our country.

A short while ago I stepped out of the
marble room. While in that room I ob-
served on the front page of yesterday’s
newspaper in my home State an article,
the title of which is, “Governors Urge
One-Price Cotton.”

Do not tell me that the Governors of
New England do not know what they are
talking about. They are the chief ex-
ecutives, and they know the economic
plight of their own States.

Only last Sunday in the Providence
Journal appeared an editorial entitled
“Dropping One-Price Cotton Would Be a
Senseless Step.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the editorial and the article to
which I have referred be printed at this
point in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the editorial
and article were ordered to be printed
in the RECORD, as follows:

[From the Providence (R.I.) Evening
Bulletin, Sept. 4, 1965]
DropPPING ONE-PrRICE CoTrToN WoULp B
A SENSELESS STEP

If anything needs knocking down in a
hurry, it is this notion in the Senate Agri-
culture Committee that the one-price cot-

ton system which is now law should be
abandoned.

In a closed door session, secret hecause
the committee has not completed action on
cotton, 1t -was voted 8 to T not to continue
equalized prices for another 4 years.

That leaves the committee, unless it does
something about it, with a program proposed
by committee chairman, ALLEN ELLENDER,
Democrat, of Louisiane, which calls for
3-cents-a-pound payment instead of full
equalization to “persons other than pro-
ducers” or, in other words, cotton mills.

Up to the time when the existing law was
passed, cotton was sold to mills at the U.8.
support price which was 6 to 8 cents higher
than world market prices. Foreign com-
petitors of the mills thus had a 6-to-8 cent
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cost advantage which they put to good use
in manufacturing cotton fabries for ship-
ment into this country at prices domestic
mills simply could not meet.

It took a long time to convince Congress
that this kind of competition was wrong
but finally the present law was passed which
provides for Government payment to mills of
the difference between the U.S. support price
and world prices.

Now Senator ELLENDER wants to go back to
something approaching the old dual price
system. He has managed to prevall, per-
suading a majority of the Agriculture Com-
mittee to accept his complicated proposal.

This may be a good deal for Louisiana cot-
ton growers but it makes no sense at all,
either for mills having to compete with
forelgn producers or for that segment of
the US. economy depending on textiles,
which is large.

The Senate Agriculture Committee went
fully into the pros and cons of dual cotton
prices and foreign competition when the
exlsting law was passed. It ought to remem-
ber this, get back on the track and continue
the only system that gives U.S. mills a fair
shake in the competitive open market.

GOVERNORS URGE ONE-PRICE COTTON
(By John P, Hackett)

The New England Governors’ Conference
urged the region’s U.S. Senators yesterday
to work for legislation that would let Amer-
ican textile manufacturers buy this country's
cotton at the same price charged foreign
mills.

The U.S. House has passed a so-called one-
price cotton bill, but the Senate Agriculture
Committee last week recommended a meas-
ure that would let the raw material be sold
abroad more cheaply than at home.

Gov, John H. Reed, of Maine, conference
chairman, sald the one-price plan is essen-
tial to the health of the remaining New
England textile industry.

The Senate committee's version, he de-
clared at a press conference at the Elms, New=-
port mansion used as the conference site,
would be “detrimental” to an industry that
still accounts for 17 percent of the area’s
manufacturing employment, or 190,000 jobs.

The six Governors resolved not only to
transmit the resolution urging amendment
to the senatorial delegation, but decided that
each chief executive will get In touch with
hils State's Senators personally on the matter.

Governor Chafee, host at the first reglonal
gubernatorial gathering in Rhode Island
since 1856, was named to a subcommittee
with Gov. Philip H. Hoff, of Vermont, to
study feasibility of a nonprofit corporation
to take maximum advantage of two new
Federal acts.

These are the Technical Services Act and
the Public Works and Economic Develop-
ment Act.

Under the former, the object would be to
utilize, with Federal financial assistance, the
research capabilities of area industries to
seek solutions of such governmental prob-
lems as waste disposal, transportation, and
growing crime rates.

Mr. Chafee reported that California al-
ready has embarked on inquiries in these
and other flelds by components of its aero-
space Industries.

SUGGESTED BY MORSE

He and Mr. Hoff will be assisted by Richard
B. Morse, former assistant defense secretary
for research and now at the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology, who Is chairman of
the New England Committee for Sclence and
Technology.

Mr. Morse discussed the subject with the
Governors yesterday and suggested the non-
profit corporation as the best vehicle for
carrying out a regional project.

The Economic Development Act, holding
out the prospect of Federal help similar to
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that being given the depressed Appalachia
region, is one on which New England Sena-
tors split along political lines in Washing-
ton recently.

The Democrats, including Senators JoHN
0. Pastore and CrLaiBorRNE PeLL, of Rhode
Island, urged the Commerce Department to
designate New England as a region eligible
for such ald. The Republicans argued this
was a matter to be initiated at the guberna-
torial level—a position with which Mr.
Chafee later expressed agreement.

PRELIMINARY STAGES

However, the politically evenly divided
Governors—three Democrats and three Re-
publicans—disavowed any partisan involve-
ment on thelr parts.

Mr. Reed said the Chafee-Hoff study will
pursue the project among regional officials
without going to Washington for now. "It is
still in the preliminary stages,” he sald.

In a demonstration of close liaison with
the area's GOP and Democratic Congress-
men and Senators, the Governors announced
that they will meet with them in Boston
sometime after Congress adjourns to discuss
regional matters. Gov. John W, King, of New
Hampshire, said the planned session is an
outgrowth of a successful one held last April
in Washington,

In an effort to develop State government
executive talent, the Governors announced
that a 2-week course will be given at the
University of New Hampshire next month
for four topnotch department heads from
each State,

FIRST OF ITS TYPE

The first of its type In the Nation, accord-
ing to Mr. Hoff, the course will be financed
by the Kellogg Foundation and carried out
by the Brookings Institute, a governmental
research firm.

A topic that took up most of the morning
session was the plan of Northeast Airlines—
a major reglonal carrier outside of Rhode
Island—to buy 115-passenger jets that more
than half the 22 alrports served by the com-
pany cannot handle.

The Governors, seeking improved local
service from the carrier, sald they received
some assurance the line also has in mind
purchasing smaller new planes to serve the
smaller airports.

Gov. John A. Volpe, of Massachusetts, sald
the Governors will hear from Northeast’s
new management at a future cpnference on
their plans. State aeronautics officials ad-
vised the Governors that passenger volume
and airport sizes warrant smaller planes
than the DC-9 for local purposes.

TWO MORE INTERVIEWED

Gov. John Dempsey, of Conneecticut, ob-
tained the support of the others for a
resolution urging congressional study of
means of preserving the Connecticut River
Valley as part of the national beautification
movement.

The Governors interviewed two more can-
didates for the new position of conference
secretary and scheduled more Interviews
at their next conference September 18 at
2 p.m. at West Springfield, Mass., in con-
junction with the Eastern States Exposition.

Put off until then was discussion of a
proposed Federal power project on the St.
John's River in northern Maine. It is sup-
ported by Malne political officeholders as a
harbinger of lower power rates for the re-
gion, but private New England power firms
oppose it. Mr. Chafee has come out for
the project.

RESOLUTION OF SYMPATHY

The Governors passed resolutions of sym-
pathy to Mr. Volpe on the recent death of
his mother and of congratulations to Mr.
Reed on his election in July as chairman of
the National Governor's Conference.

A resolution of appreciation was adopted
for Mr. Chafee's conduct of the conference,
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which closed with a clambake club dinner
for the chief executives and their wives after
the day-long business sessions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Rhode Island has
expired.

Mr. PASTORE. If Senators wish to
do equity and justice to America, its
economy, and American jobs, they should
vote for the Talmadge amendment.

A COTTON PROGRAM THAT FORGETS THE FARMER

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, you
have heard much about the cotton sec-
tion of this omnibus farm bill. The cot-
ton provisions developed by the Senate
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
and reviewed yesterday by its distin-
guished chairman, Senator ELLENDER,
are sound, workable, and fair. It is cen-
tered upon the problems of the cotton
farmer and would bring about an orderly
solution to problems confronting this
Government because of the accumula-
tion of excess cotton supplies.

In sharp contrast, an approach has
been outlined by the distinguished Sena-
tor from Georgia that differs from the
committee’s recommendations as much
as night does from day.

You have been told it would reduce
the production of surpluses, cut Govern-
ment costs, get the Government out of
the cotton business, maintain farm in-
come, and, in general, give each part of
the cotton industry more free play in the
market. This would be done at whose
expense? The farmers.

It is obvious that the proposals made
by Senator TaLmapce are based upon
H.R. 9811 which the Senate committee
used as a starting point and promptly set
aside because it was designed to change
the entire framework of the program.
It was laid aside because it cut deeply
into the future prospects of the farmer
and set a program stage that others in
the industry might prosper with a lush
level of profits.

Mr. President, may I bring to the at-
tention of this Senate a clear-cut de-
seription as to how the cotton section of
H.R. 9811, the basic pattern of Senator
TALMADGE'S proposals were put together.
I quote from the July 9, 1965, issue of the
Wall Street Journal:

HouseE UNiT VoTES NEW COTTON LEGISLATION,
BREAKING DEADLOCK THAT STALLED FARM
BILL
WasHINGTON.—The House  Agriculture

Committee finally broke the long deadlock

on cotton legislation that has tled up the

Johnson administration’s farm bill.

By a vote of 20 to 13 the panel approved
a new system of cotton price props and acre-
age controls that stresses bonus prices for
growers who curtail production. Its multi-
fold objectives are to sustain grower income,
reduce surplus stocks and Federal outlays,
and keep the cotton costs of domestic textile
mills pegged at world market levels.

Cotton brokers and dealers also figure to
benefit because the legislation promotes price
speculation and encourages the placement
of cotton crops on the open market rather
than under Federal price shelters.

L] - - - -

The measure adopted by the House unit
yesterday follows guidelines lald down by
northern and western members last week
after cotton State panelists proved unable

to get together on proposals of thelr own.
Several cotton emissaries, notably Democrats,
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Hacen of California, Jones of Missouri, and
Poace and Purcerr, of Texas, ultimately
joined with the northerners after gaining
committee approval of concessions sought by
back-home growers. The “no" votes were
cast by six Deep South Democrats and seven
Republican foes of nearly all Federal farm
programs.

The House bill would slash the Govern-
ment's cotton price support, currently 29
cents a pound, to 21 cents for the 1966 crop.
In the 3 succeeding years, the price drop
would be 80 percent of the world market
price, now between 23 and 24 cents a pound.

A domestic price skid that big, taken by
itself, would probably put most U.S. cotton
growers in the red. Thus, the effect of the
bill is to make them dependent on supple-
mentary Federal payments which are pro-
vided only for those growers who agree to
cut acreage by at least 15 percent. The alm
is to trim a new cotton production below
demand, in order to promote the selloff of
cotton surpluses mounting in Government
warehouses.

® ® - L] -

As a lure to influential California growers,
the bill would lift all acreage restrictions
for producers willing to operate without any
Federal price supports or bonus payments.
Only a handful of growers who specialize in
premium quality cotton that sells for well
above the world market average would be
likely to take advantage of this, but their
v;)lce is important in California cotton eir-
cles,

The legislation would assure cotton textile
milis of low-cost raw material. A Federal
subsidy that started with the 1964 crop is
deslgned to keep mill costs down to the
world market level pald by foreign competi-
tors, but the subsidy arrangement has cost
the Government far more than expected.
In effect, the House committee’s bill would
channel the subsidy to growers instead of
mills. Economy features would cut Federal
costs to a projected $650 million yearly from
around $900 million in the fiscal year just
ended on June 30. (Even this reduction
isn't enough to suit Federal budget planners
who hope to impose a $600 million annual
ceiling on cotton program costs.)

Mr. President, the amendment would
restore the basic provisions of the House
bill which I have outlined was not writ-
ten by farmers, but by those who live
off of farmers.

On yesterday I documented the textile
mill use of the reduction in raw cotton
prices which they had promised to pass
on to consumers. I pointed out that
their earnings per share had doubled and
more in many instances—that the earn-
ings before taxes of the industry as a
whole had doubled in the past year.
They did not reduce the costs of textiles
at the mill door. In fact, they raised
them.

Mr. President, this certainly is not a
consumer’s bill, though it would further
reduce the raw cotton prices to the mills,
The consuming taxpayer would not ben-
efit from a continued history of the past
year.

It is not a cotton producer’'s bill be-
cause it would destroy the national min-
imum allotment on which he has capi-
talized his land, equipment, gins, and
other services necessary for the produc-
tion and handling of cotton. The arbi-
trary 10-percent reduction in allotments
in order to be eligible to participate in
the price support and payment program
is a high price to pay for the privilege of
being a cotton farmer. The author of
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the amendment, I believe, recognized the
bad features of the House bill and has
endeavored to mitigate their effect in
the drafting of his amendment., He re-
duced the 15-percent mandatory reduc-
tion to 10 percent. Though this reduc-
tion provides some little relief, it main-
tains the onerous approach developed in
the House committee. The author of
the amendment closed half of the door
in open end plantings because I believe
he recognized that this is unfair legis-
lation even to the producers in the South
and East. The author of the amend-
ment struck the lease and sale of allot-
ments provisions that were in the House
bill that were included there to obtain
votes to report the bill to the floor.

Mr. President, in spite of the whittling
done by the author of the amendment
on the House title on cotton, we still
have a monstrosity for the farmer that
would destroy forever his ability to pro-
duce for exports and confine him for
the future to producing for domestic
consumption. It is a bill designed tfo
facilitate the operations of cotton mer-
chants and broaden their profit poten-
tial, a bill designed to insure hedging in
the exchanges and multiply many times
their current volume of business, and a
bill to further widen textile mill profits
on cotton operations. I assure you again
that the bill is not designed for the
benefit of the cotton producer, ginner,
warehouseman, nor consumer. This is
the group who through reduced produc-
tion and reduced volume will make the
initial heavy payment of the costs of this
program on their income potential.

Those who vote for the cotton substi-
tute offered by Senator TALMADGE are
voting to reduce the price of cotton in
the country markets on the streets of
Lubbock, Harlingen, El Paso, Pine Bluff,
Memphis, Greenville, Charlotte, Macon,
and Statesboro—from Virginia through
Arizona—by 8 cenfs per pound in 1966
and 2 to 4 cents more reduction from
1967 through 1969. You are being asked
to vote the price of cotton down to 15
cents and less in much of Texas and
Oklahoma.

The Talmadge proposals will reduce
the market value of cotton and cotton-
seed by more than a billion dollars per
year. Isthat justice to the cotton farm-
er? Will it get the Government out of
cotton?

It is a bad amendment and I hope it
will be defeated.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
yield myself as much time as I may have
remaining. :

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Harris in the chair). The Senator
from Georgia is recognized for 10 min-
utes.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, 40
vears ago the United States of America
produced 16,105,000 bales of cotton.

‘What is the picture today? Last year
we produced 15,180,000 bales of cotton.
In other words, our total production of
cotton has declined by almost 1 million
bales during the last 40 years.

But what has happened to the produc-
tion of foreign countries during this same
period? Forty years ago the combined
total of all foreign cotton-producing
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countries produced only 12,135,000 bales
of cotton, or some 4 million bales less
than the United States.

However, in 1964, production outside
the United States came to 36,425,000
bales, an increase of over 24 million bales.
This means, while U.S. production- has
suffered an overall decrease in total bale-
age during this 40-year period, foreign
production has enjoyed a 300-percent
increase in production for the same
period.

Does this represent progress? Is this
the kind of farm bill that is designed to
help the farmers? Are we to continue
to “plow under” our farmers? Are we
to continue to hold a price umbrella over
the foreign producers and say, “Yes, you
may profit, because we are not going to
allow our American farmers to plant
cotton. We shall continue to restrict
their acreage year after year in continu-
ation of this same old policy of ‘plow the
farmers under’.”

The majority of the Senate committee
would say, “Yes, that medicine is bad,
Jjust as you have demonstrated TALMADGE,
but that is what we want. Let us con-
tinue to plow them under. Let us con- .
tinue to expand cotton production in the
rest of the world.”

I cannot, and do not, subseribe to that
theory. Due to that type of approach,
the synthetic industry has dramatically
expanded not only in the United States
of America, but throughout the entire
world.

The substitution of synthetics for cot-
ton fibers is increasing rapidly, and
many cotton mills now use a far greater
quantity of synthetics than they do
cotton.

While we have been plowing our
farmers under, while we have been re-
stricting our acreage, while we have been
encouraging the rest of the world to
produce, what has happened? We have
accumulated 15,700,000 bales of unus-
able and unsalable cotton in our ware-
houses.

Who gets the benefit from warehouse
storage? Not a living human being on
earth, except the men who own and
operate warehouses. In this sense, I
speak also of the Government commod-
ity warehouses. At present we have over
11 million bales of cotton in CCC, for
which there is storage, depreciation, and
handling costs. What does it cost to
keep cotton in CCC? According to the
Department of Agriculture, $25.15 a bale
for each bale stored. Bear in mind,
these costs are borne by the taxpayers
of our country. Furthermore it is ex-
tremely harmful to the farmers to have
such an enormous surplus threatening
the existence of their program, and for
the Government to be unable to move
stocks into the normal channels of trade.

While our exports have persistently
declined over the past several years, our
surpluses have steadily mounted.

Is this the type of program we are
going to choose for our farmers? It
shall never by my choice. I want my
farmers to plant. I want them to pro-
duce. I want them to receive a fair
payment in return for what they pro-
duce. But this is a far cry from the
type of program we have had in the
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United States of late, characterized by
the pawnbroker feature under which
we have operated for so long.

I say that when it become evident that
the patient will not respond to a certain
medicine and is so sick he is about to
die, then it is time to prescribe a new
remedy and seek a cure, I say that the
time has come and we have found a
cure. It is to make our cofton com-
petitive both at home and abroad with
synthetics and foreign textile products.
Once we have enabled our cotton to com-
pete in these markets, then our stocks
can be depleted to a reasonable level,
and our markets greatly expanded.

What will happen to farm income? I
certainly do not propose to restrict it
one dollar. On the contrary, the amend-
ment which is pending before the Sen-
ate would increase farmer income. If he
produces, the small farmer—the 10-acre
man whom the chairman spoke of—
would receive a greater income under
my amendment than he would under the
committee proposal. He would be guar-
anteed 35.65 cents for every pound of
cotton produced on every square foot
of his entire acreage allotment. The
larger farmers who produce for domestic
consumption would receive far better
prices than they do at the present time,
or would under the chairman’s program.
They would receive payments for divert-
ing acres in order to reduce surpluses to
a level at which we could again produce
cotton more freely and get the cotton
business back into the hands of private
trade.

Mr. President, it is very easy to dem-
agog a textile mill. It is particularly
easy to demagog a textile mill when
one does not have a mill in his home
State. But in my States there are textile
mill employees who are walking the
streets unemployed looking for jobs. I
have had many thousands of them in my
State over the past several years.

There have been many thousands of
these unfortunates throughout the
United States for too long a time. I
think it is time we enact a farm program
that is fair, not only to our farmers, but
to0 everyone who is affected by the misfor-
tunes of the cotton industry. That in-
cludes the ginner, the crusher, the ware-
houseman, the man who buys raw cotton,
the man who spins it, the man who works
on the loom, and finally the man who
exports a finished product and the man
who sells it. That is the kind of cotton
program I urge the U.S. Senate to agree
to.

What about cost comparisons of my
amendment with the committee plan?
The Department of Agriculture has esti-
mated that the pending amendment
would cost, during the next 4 years, $762
million less than the amount contained
in the bill as reported by the committee.
That statement was inserted in the
REecorDp yesterday.

What about present surpluses? At the
present time we have a carryover of
something in excess of 15 million bales.
The estimates of the Department of Agri-
culture show that if the committee bill is
agreed to by the Senate, we shall have
at the expiration of the program a car-
ryover of 12,550,000 bales of cotton, equal
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to a 2-year supply. In other words, cot-
ton will be just as critical 4 years from
now as it is presently.

What about the Talmadge proposal
pending at the desk? The Department of
Agriculture has said that we shall have a
carryover at the termination of this pro-
posal of 8.7 million bales, or approxi-
mately a normal carryover.

Mr. President, that is the issue before
the Senate. The future of cotton is at
the crossroads. The producer is being
driven out of business. It is becoming
increasingly difficult for domestic cotton
to compete with foreign production and
synthetics. The costs are burdensome to
the taxpayers of our country, and it is
time that the U.S. Senate faced up to
the desperate plight of cotton. We made
a mistake in placing the farmer in the
hands of a Government manipulated and
dominated farm program. We must free
him and compensate for the difference
between prices received and parity with
direct payments just as we have done
successfully with wool, sugar, feed grains,
and wheat.

Why should we do any less for our
cotton farmers?

Mr. EENNEDY of New York. Mr.
President, I shall vote today for the
Talmadge amendment to the omni-
bus farm bill. The amendment offered
by the Senator from Georgia essential-
ly restores the one-price cotton system
which was contained in the bill as it
was passed by the House.

The one-price cotton proposal, which
is what the administration has proposed,
offers some hope for bringing cotton
back into the free market system. It
can have significant effects in lowering
cotton surpluses and in putting cotton
on the world markef on a realistic basis.

Without a per pound loss to producers,
the Talmadge substitute will help the
American consumer by stabilizing the
price of cotton contained in the garments
and other textile produets which he pur-
chases. The one-price system is simpler
than the proposal which the Senate com-
mittee adopted, and will allow cotton
to move freely and competitively through
the normal channels of trade, the in-
come loss to farmers being made up
through direct payments.

To me, this is the most hopeful avenue
for bringing the United States back into
a balanced position in the world ecotton
market. By contrast, the proposal which
the Senate committee has adopted could
have serious adverse effects in the world
market. The dumping of cotton which
it contemplates could have most unfor-
tunate repercussions on the world price.

I hope, therefore, that the Senate will
accept the amendment offered by the
Senator from Georgia. It has the sup-
port of many cotton producers, of the
textile industry, and of cotton shippers
and merchants.

The VICE PRESIDENT. All time
has expired. The hour of 12 o’clock
having arrived, the question is on agree-
ing to the amendment of the Senator
from Georgia [Mr, TaLmapce]l. On this
question, the yeas and nays have been
ordered; and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.
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Mr. MILLER (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
Hruskal. If he were present and voting,
he would vote “yea”; if I were at liberty
to vote, I would vote “nay.” I withhold
my vote.

Mr, SMATHERS (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Mc-
CarTHY]. If he were present and voting,
he would vote “yea”; if I were at liberty
to vote, I would vote “nay.” I withhold
my vote.

Mr. MANSFIELD (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Rie1-
corrl. If he were present and voting,
he would vote “yea”; if I were at liberty
to vote, I would vote “nay.” I withhold
my vote.

Mr. HARTKE (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FoL-
BRIGHT]. If he were present and voting,
he would vote “nay”; if I were at liberty
to vote, I would vote “yea.” I withhold
my vote.

Mr. BAYH (when his name was called) .
On this vote I have a live pair with the
Senator from Utah [Mr. Mossl. If he
were present and voting, he would vote
“yea”; if I were at liberty to vote, I would
vote “nay.” I withhold my vote.

The rollcall was concluded.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
ANDERSON], the Senator from Alaska
[Mr, BarTLETT], the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. CrUrcH], and the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. HarT] are absent on offi-
cial business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. FPuLsriGHT], the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. McCarTHY], the
Senator from Utah [Mr. Moss], and the
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. RiBi-
COFF] are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. Hartl, and the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. CrurcH] would each vote “yea.”

Mr., KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HrUskAl
is absent on official business and his pair
has been previously announced.

The result was announced—yeas 62,
nays 24, as follows:
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YEAS—62
Alken Inouye Pastore -
Allott Jackson Pearson
Bible Javits Pell
Boges Jordan, N.C. Prouty
Byrd, Va. Jordan, Idaho Proxmire
Byrd, W. Va, Eennedy, Mass. Randolph
Cannon Eennedy, N.Y. Robertson
Case Euchel Russell, Ga.
Clark Magnuson Russell, 8.C.
Cotton McGee Saltonstall
Curtis McIntyre Scott
Dirksen McNamarsa Simpson
Dodd Metealf Smith
Dominick Mondale Sparkman
Douglas Monroney Talmadge
Ervin Morse Thurmond
Morton Tower
Fong Murphy Tydings
Gruening Muskie Williams, N.J,
Nelson Young, Ohlo
Hin Neuberger
NAYS—24
Bass Burdick Eastland
Bennett Carlson Ellender
Brewster Cooper Gore



Hayden Long, La. Stennis
Hickenlooper McClellan Symington
Holland McGovern Williams, Del.
Lausche Montoya Yarborough
Long, Mo. Mundt Young, N. Dak.
NOT VOTING—14

Anderson Hart Miller
Bartlett Hartke Moss
Bayh Hruska Ribicoff
Church Mansfield Smathers
Fulbright MeCarthy

So Mr. Taimance's amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
move that the vote by which the amend-
ment was agreed to be reconsidered.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I move
that the motion to reconsider be laid on
the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, during
the markup of the bill, the committee
adopted as a committee amendment an
amendment which I proposed, which is
section 706 of the bill beginning on page
109, line 24 and ending with line 8 on
page 110.

Mr. President, it develops that this
amendment as proposed by me is so
worded as to cover greater territory than
I believe to be the principal point for
discussion during this debate. Therefore,
I ask leave to propose, for myself, my dis-
tinguished colleague [Mr. SMATHERS] and
the distinguished Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. MurpHY] a substitute
amendment which I send to the desk.
This amendment, in effect, would do
nothing but strike from the wording of
that part of the bill the words which
relate to all other activities affecting
agricultural commodities except labor.

Mr. President, I have been advised
that at a later time certain Senators
will propose to strike this amendment
from the bill, and debate should well be
postponed until that time. I have
cleared this matter with some of them,
and I understand that the question has
been rather well cleared.

If there is objection to this substitute,
we will gladly withdraw it, but it will
mean two debates instead of one.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Florida yield for
a question?

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield.

Mr. ROBERTSON. The Senator’s
original amendment provided that when
the question arose concerning the need
for foreign workers to pick the crops and
fruits, the Secretary of Agriculture
should make the recommendation in-
stead of the Secretary of Labor. Has the
Senator abandoned that?

Mr. HOLLAND. Let me say to the
Senator from Virginia that not only have
I not abandoned it, but I have concen-
trated on it by eliminating some of the
wording which applied to certain fields
of agricultural operations. I find that
Senators who propcsed to direct their
objections to my amendment are inter-
ested only in that particular part of the
amendment which I have retained.

Mr. ROBERTSON. I should like to be
associated with the distinguished Sena-
tor from Florida in this move, because
today we are having some personal ex-
perience with this problem.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

A large apple crop is ready to be
picked. We have gone into 46 different
areas to try to find the 5,000 workers we
need. We have found only 1,000 work-
ers. We have not found a single one more
who is willing to pick apples on a bushel
basis, under which they could make from
$20 to $25 a day. Why? First, because
they have no skills,. Second, because
they do not wish to work very hard,
even though they would be taking the
guaranteed wage of $1.65 an hour, which
is quite high for farm labor.

We asked for 1,600 workers from the
Bahamas, and we have not heard from
them yet. I understand from the Sen-
ator from California that he was told
those workers could be brought in.
California has lost 'in  strawberries,
asparagus, prunes, and lemons, and now
it faces a teriffic loss in the current crop
of tomatoes.

When we were considering the sup-
plemental request for $1,900,000 to ex-
pand the program in the current year,
for recruiting more farm labor domesti-
cally, I asked for a report of what had
been done with the original appropria-
tion and the Department could not fur-
nish it. They did not know where they
sent anyone, or how long a worker
stayed. Out of the number who say
they will report for work perhaps not
more than 10 percent will report, and
those who do get there do not stay.

In Virginia, we are offering free
transportation, and free sleeping quar-
ters, much better than our troops in the
jungles of southeast Asia are provided.

They would receive 15 cents a bushel
plus a bonus of 2 cents. If the workers
remain for the crop, they can make $25
a day for an 8-hour day. They will not
report for work.

Under those circumstances I do not
believe that we should continue to ask
the Department of Labor to supervise
this matter when its judgment has
proved to be so erroneous all through
this season.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I
could not agree with the Senator more
thoroughly.

The proposed amendment concentrates
the amendment which I requested of the
committee, and which was agreed to by
the committee, to the extent that it
refers only to the problem which the Sen-
ator is so ably discussing.

I shall be fighting as hard as he will
be to give to the Secretary of Agriculture,
the right, the authority, and the duty to
fix the number of workers needed and
the timeliness of their work, in such a
way that if the Secretary were to make
a mistake, growers could have access to
the courts to correct the mistake. They
cannot have such access to the courts
under the present law by an appeal from
the findings of the Secretary of Labor.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator. I hope that his
amendment, as revised, will be agreed
to. It has my wholehearted support.

The VICE PRESIDENT. 1Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator?

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I yield
to my distinguished friend, the Senator
from Tennessee.
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Mr. BASS. Mr. President, I have an
amendment which has been placed on
the desks of all Senators. My amend-
ment would strike the amendment of the
Senator from Florida. However, I do
not plan to offer my amendment today.

I understand that the Senator from
Florida desires that I offer the amend-
ment on Monday. I shall withhold the
offering of my amendment to strike the
amendment in the committee bill.

I have no objection to the revision of-
fered by the Senator from Florida.
However, I want it understood that, even
with the revision, I do not support this
section of the bill, but shall offer an
amendment when we meet on Monday,
to strike the entire section as amended.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, that
statement is in accord with my previous
understanding with the distinguished
Senator from Tennessee.

I understood that he had conferred
with various colleagues who had the
same interest that he has, and that this
course of action is agreeable to them.

Mr. BASS. The Senator is correct.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ask
that the amendment be stated and
agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK, It is proposed
by Mr. HorrLanD, as follows: :

Beginning on page 109 with line 24, strike
out all through line 8 on page 110 and in-
sert the following:

“Sec. 706. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, whenever the application of
any law of the United States requires deter-
minations to be made of the amounts of
labor needed for the production and harvest-
ing of any agricultural crop, or of the avail-
ability thereof for such production and har-
vesting, such determinations shall be made
by the Secretary of Agriculture and shall be
accepted by all agencies of the United States
in the carrying out of activities in which such
determinations are needed.”

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, if the
amendment is agreed to, I shall then ask
that the amendment be considered as a
part of the original bill so that no point
of order can be made. I want everyone
to understand the situation exactly as
the Senator from Tennessee and I un-
derstand it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the amendment of the
Senator from Florida.

The amendment was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the adoption of the amend-
ment as original text to the bill?

The Chair hears none, and without
objection and by action of the Senate
the amendment of the Senator from
Florida is considered as original text to
the bill, subject to further amendment
and action by the Senate.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, as I
understand, the way in which the dis-
tinguished Presiding Officer has put the
matter makes it unnecessary for me to
ask that the amendment be regarded as
part of the original bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
is correct.

Mr. BASS. Mr. President, without
trying to address myself to the issues
involved in the amendment which I shall
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offer on Monday, I want it to be clearly
understood that I believe now that the
amendment that has been offered.and
revised by the distinguished Senator
from Florida will pinpoint the issue that
has to be discussed, as to who shall make
the determination regarding the needs,
qualifications, and treatment of migrant
workers, the so-called braceros, who are
brought into this country year after year
as imported labor.

For several years during my experi-
ence in Congress, I supported this pro-
gram. However, I feel that we must
settle the question of how the determina-
tion shall be made, when it shall be
made, and all the other factors involved.

The main objection that I have to the
amendment is that I consider this to be
strictly an extraneous matter. It should
not be connected with a general farm
bill of the nature that we are considering
today

I believe that hearings should be held,
a broad study should be made of the
subject, and some determination should
be made. The matter should not be
handled by means of a single amendment
to a major farm bill.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from Missouri.

EQUAL RIGHTS FOR AGRICULTURE SALES FOR GOLD

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, the
distinguished senior Senator from Con-
necticut made a talk yesterday opposing
the amendment in the currently consid-
ered agriculture bill. All this amend-
ment does is request that the sale of
agricultural products to countries be-
hind the Iron Curtain should not be pro-
hibited or penalized more than manu-
factured products.

The Senator discusses and then
disagrees with several arguments used
in favor of selling agricultural products;
but he omits any discussion of what, to
my mind, is by far the most important
argument for such sales; namely, the
fact that all the other countries of the
free world, countries we continue to de-
fend and finance, including our two chief
enemies in World War II, through such
sales are now building up heavily their
own gold stocks at the expense of the
United States; and this to the point
where, unless this continuing loss of gold
to them can be reversed, the future value
of the dollar will be heavily impaired.

In itself this would be a disaster, be-
cause one of our basic concepts in this,
the American way of life, is to first work
hard over a long period; and then,
through such policies as social security,
retirement plans, pensions, life insur-
ance, and so forth, retire on a fixed
amount of money.

If through the continuing sale of ag-
ricultural products by our friends and
allies to countries behind the Curtain,
this gold flow to other countries in turn
continues at our expense, the value of
the dollar will be affected to the point
where the annual return to tens of mil-
lions of Americans that is considered
essential for satisfactory retirement will
be totally inadequate because of heavy
.I:losls in the purchasing power of the

ollar.
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The distinguished junior Senator from
Minnesota answered most -effectively
points raised by the Senator from Con-
necticut, ably pointing out for example
the vast differences between the sale of
scerap iron and the sale of wheat.

The Senator from Minnesota also pre-
sented what we know, namely, that both
the late President John F. Kennedy and
President Lyndon Johnson have urged
trade of this type and character, as they
and the rest of the world watch such
developments as “proliferation” and the
unprecedented telescoping of time and
space in this nuclear age.

Last year, with several other Senators,
I listened to the head of West Germany
industry, Dr. Fritz Berg, state that ever
since the end of World War II, the West
German Government had done every-
thing in its power to sell all products
possible behind the Iron Curtain; and to
buy all possible from those same coun-
tries. He pointed out with pride that
as a result, West Germany now bought
more, and sold more, behind the Iron
Curtain than any other nation in the
world.

In open Senate hearings both the Sec-
retary of the Treasury and the Secre-
tary of Commerce testified that to the
best of their knowledge the United
States was the only highly developed in-
dustrial country in the world which was

not doing its best to sell as much as it

could to countries behind the Curtain.

As the Senate knows, except for a gen-
eral war, I believe there is no more seri-
ous problem facing this Nation and the
world than our continuing unfavorable
balance of payments, including a steady
loss of gold for over 16 years.

Today the United States possesses less
than 25 percent of that free gold neces-
sary to pay off the current liabilities
it has incurred with foreign countries,
primarily the foreign central banks. If
these countries called for payment in
gold, we would either have to pay, or
go off the gold standard.

To those who say this is beyond the
realm of possibility, let me remind them
that not one person in a million would
have predicted in 1929 that Britain would
be forced to go off the gold standard in
1931, and that action, more than any
other, wrecked the world’s economy.

Let me ask this simple question: How
long can the United States, first, con-
tinue to defend most of the free world;
second, finance most of the free world;
and third, refuse to sell behind the Cur-
tain when at the same time all other
countries of the free world do so, in-
creasing thereby their gold supply while
ours is being reduced, thus jeopardizing
the future value of the dollar.

It is with deep regret that I noted
references to actions of the past which
have little to do with the world situa-
tion of today, a time when every country
once considered far away, in effect, is
now in the same county.

Regardless of who is right, many pol-
icymakers in this Government with as
much experience as any Member of the
Senate, place a great deal of hope for
the future in possible growing friction
between the two leading nations behind
the Iron Curtain.
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As to whether it would benefit the
United States for the Soviets to become
apprehensive about such statements as
those made only last Saturday by Red
China'’s Marshal Lin Piao, I do not know.
This long address attacked some of the
leaders of the Soviet Union almost as
much as it did the United States.

In his talk the Senator from Connect-
icut used the word “appeasement.”

I personally do not believe there could
be r.:11151:;:;::et:u;en:tent in the promotion of such
a 7

I do not believe there was appease-
ment in the amendment proposed to the
Senate by the Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee, or the amendment with the ref-
erence to this problem which I had the
privilege of introducing in the absence
of the Senator from South Dakota.

The policies expressed therein were
recommended by the late President John
F. Kennedy and by President Lyndon B.
Johnson.

I do not believe there was any ap-
peasement in John F. Kennedy and I
do not believe there is any appeasement
in Lyndon Johnson.

One of the chief reasons why I wanted
to come to the Senate was to continue
my efforts over a great many years to
maintain a strong America in order to
maintain a free America. And I would
never back any amendment which
worked against that policy.

No one has accused anyone in promot-
ing the gold reserves of other countries
such as France, and I am sure no one
has that in mind, especially as the latter
country would now appear to be almost
as firm in its decision to destroy collec-
tive security in Europe today as were
other European countries to destroy that
collective security in the 1930’s.

The sale of food and fiber for gold
is a definite step toward improving the
economic strength of the United States:
and I would point out to those who dis-
agree that in our way of life, the Nation’s
physical strength, already heavily
strained, all over the world, can only
come from our declining fiscal and mone-
tary strength.

It is General de Gaulle himself, a de-
votedly religious man, as he continues to
build the power of France, who believes
that whereas ideologies come and go,
national interests always remain.

I would hope, as we discuss this mat-
ter and related matters, that we give this
philosophy some consideration.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Oregon.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
had the floor.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, who
has the floor?

Mr, MONDALE. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Missouri has the floor.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I
thought the Senator from Alabama had
the floor and yielded to the Senator from
Missouri. I have been waiting. The
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morsgl has
been waiting to make a speech. Now,
through some circuitous route, another
Senator obtains the floor.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The circui-
tous route is the rules of the Senate. The
Senator from Missouri has the floor.

Mr, SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
would yield——

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, when
did the Senator obtain the floor?

The VICE PRESIDENT. About 7 min-
utes ago.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from Minnesota——

Mr. LAUSCHE. What becomes of
the—

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
demand the regular order.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I call
for the regular order.

Mr., SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr, President, I wish
to commend——

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, regu-
lar order. I did not intend to call for
the regular order, but since the Senator
from Missouri did, I call for it. It is
only 12:20 p.m., and the matter under
discussion is not germane to the matter
before the Senate.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if
the Senator will yield, I ask unanimous
consent, with the concurrence of the
Senate, that the Senator may proceed
briefly.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
appreciate the courtesy of the majority
leader, but the sale of wheat, food, and
fiber of the Nation is pertinent to the
discussion of the matter now before the
Senate. Therefore, the Senator from
Ohio is out of order, and I proceed in
order.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The Senator from
Missouri is out of order.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
that is incorrect. I now yield to the Sen-

ator from Minnesota.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I with-
draw my objection. ;

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I
commend the distinguished Senator from
Missouri for his excellent presentation of
the balance-of-payments problem as it
relates to American sales of wheat to
Russla and other Iron Curtain countries.

In 1963, the late President Kennedy
announced his view that such trade was
in the national interest. As a part of the
procedure toward seeing that there might
be more commercial sales, he directed
the Secretary of Commerce to study the
subject. The Secretary proposed a re-
quirement that 50 percent of the bottoms
used to carry commercial cash sales be
carried on U.S.-flag ships.

The result was that over the long run
this increased the cost of American
wheat by between 11 and 14 cents a
bushel over the world price, depending
on the port. The result was that the
price of wheat was increased 11 to 14
cents for American wheat sales. That
took place in a market where a difference
of a penny can make the difference be-
tween making and not making a sale,
The result has been that from the initial
cash sales in 1963 the United States has
virtually been cut out of the market for
cash sales. It is difficult to know what
our share would have been if we had
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been permiited to sell wheat to Russia
and other Eastern European countries
without this commitment, but conserv-
ative estimates indicates that it would
have been between $100 and $150 million
last year, and the same thing this year.

Three weeks ago Canada sold some-
thing like $450 million worth of wheat
to Russia; more than was produced in
the entire State of South Dakota.

The result has been that the require-
ment that 50 percent of such sales be
carried in American ships has not re-
sulted in selling more wheat or pro-
ducing more jobs, but has bogged us
down, to the extent of as much as $150
million worth of beneficial trade, in our
efforts to establish a healthy equilibrium
in the farm economy of this country.

There are many other disadvantages,
but the particular point the Senator
from Missouri so eloquently states is one
of the most crucial elements of this prob-
lem. We cannot continue to run a seri-
ous balance shortage, take care of our
problems at home, and continue to as-
sume the burdens of leadership in the
free world, with all that is involved.

‘We are saying goodbye to $150 million
of Russian gold, gold that they could not
use to buy arms, gold that they could not
use to manufacture, or shift their sub-
versive activities elsewhere.

We are not hurting the Communists a
single bit with our policy, because they
are buying their grain elsewhere. We
are only hurting ourselves.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Let me say to the
able Senator from Minnesota that in re-
cent years Canada alone, the foremost
country, relatively as against the other
countries we have been talking about, has
increased its balance of gold payments
$2 billion, just by the sale of products
to Iron Curtain countries.

Mr. President, I should like to yield
again to the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. MonpALE], the able senior Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. MonroNEY], and
the distinguished Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. McGovern], but first, be-
cause of a pressing engagement that I
understand some other people as well as
my friend from Oregon have, I wish at
this point to yield to the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Mogrsgl.

FERNANDO BELAUNDE TERRY—A
GREAT DEMOCRAT

Mr. MORSE. I am particularly
pleased to make the very brief comments
I propose to make while the distin-
guished Vice President of the United
States is presiding over the Senate.

The Vice President, when he was
a member of the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, and the senior Senator
from Oregon, in his work as chairman of
the Senate Subcommittee on Latin
American Affairs, came to know very well
one of the great democratic statesmen of
Latin America, the present President of
Peru, Fernando Belaunde Terry.

President Belaunde is an architect by
profession. He is not only a builder of
great material edifices, but the architect
of a great democratic political philoso-
phy in his country. It is my appraisal
that President Belaunde is one of the
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greatest democratic statesmen of all
Latin America.

That does not mean that this great
statesman of independent mind—as all
statesmen are bound to be—agrees with
every policy of the United States vis-a-
vis relations between the United States
and Latin America, but there is no ques-
tion, in my judgment, that one of the
greatest friends we have in Latin Amer-
ica is President Belaunde of Peru.

Recently I ran across a fine statement
that President Belaunde, before.he be-
came President of Peru, made at a cere-
mony in the Andean village of Chin-
cheros, up in the high mountain areas of
rugged Peru. One needs only read that
statement to have all the proof that is
necessary to support the tribute I pay
him. He is a great democratic states-
man of Latin America.

I know the Vice President of the United
States shares my approval of this great
speech, because this is the ideal. This is
the inspiration in support of democracy
that we have been trying to develop in
Latin America, through that great pro-
gram known as the Alliance for Progress.

I point out that one needs only con-
sider a few of the paragraphs of this
masterful, beautiful, inspiring speech, to
know whereof I speak when, on the Sen-
ate floor today, in the presence of the
Vice President of the United States, I pay
tribute to this great democrat of Latin
America and great friend of the United
States.

The subject of his speech was “The
People Built It.” That is a speech in
itself, Mr. President. When the Presi-
dent of a Latin American country speaks
of the participation of the people in
developing the affairs and the policies of
their country, one knows he is listening
to a democrat.

Iread from the speech:

THE ProPLE Bumt IT

Every time I look from some height upon
a Peruvian village, I ask the same questions,
and I get the same inspiring answer.

As I look at-the humble town with its
colorful bell tower, I inquire of my guide,
“Who built the church?” and the guide re-
plies, “The people built it.” Again I ask,
“Who built the school?’ and he answers,
““The people built it.”

And following the winding dirt road
among the mountains, I ask once more,
“Who made this road?"” and again, resound-
ing now in my ears like a triumphal march,
I hear in these eloquent words the history
of all of Peru's yesterdays, its present, and
Kxe’ prophesy of its future, “The people built

The people built the road, the church and
the schools.

The people raised the terraces and dammed
the torrents.

Once there was an earthquake and they re-
covered their debris and rebullt their homes.

And when it was required of them they
gave thelr sons to the army, and they suf-
fered the nation’s indifference without com-
plaint.

They were denied thelr ancestral rights of
freedom to choose their own leaders and
goals. Rulers were imposed upon them.
Their properties and income were taken from
them. But they could not be deprived of
thelr traditions.

And the people went on bullding roads,
schools, and churches. Because fortunately,
though Peru’s small have been for-
gotten villages, they have not forgotten their
own heritage.
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Can we have any doubt as to the states-
manship of this great democratic leader,
the President of Peru?

I take these few moments on the floor
of the Senate today to pay my tribute
to that great leader. We expect much
of him. We shall receive great leader-
ship from him.

I highly commend these characteristic
gems from his inspiring speech. In him
we have not only a builder of great
edifices, but we have a builder of democ-
racy. I compliment and commend him.

FOOD AND AGRICULTURAL ACT OF
1965

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 9811) to maintain farm
income, to stabilize prices and assure
adequate supplies of agricultural com-
modities, to reduce surpluses, lower Gov-
ernment costs and promote foreign trade,
to afford greater economic opportunity
in rural areas, and for other purposes.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
yield to the able senior Senator from
Oklahoma.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
compliment the distinguished senior
Senator from Missouri on his recent re-
marks made a short time ago, with ref-
erence to the dangerous policy advocated
to the effect that we withhold trade on
agricultural products, of which we have
such a great surplus, and which the
rest of the world particularly the coun-
tries behind the Iron Curtain would like
to buy on normal credit terms. We are
looking forward to the day when we can
plan the great productivity that we have,
and increase our gold reserves, and in
doing so withhold that much in gold re-
serves from the Iron Curtain countries.

To force trade into channels of other
nations, I believe, is idiocy. To puf a
penalty on the movement of agricul-
tural commodities that does not exist
on any trade or commodity is dangerous,
unfair, and prejudicial to our great
American agricultural interests.

I compliment the Senator on his time-
ly speech and the forceful manner in
which he had delivered it. I sincerely
hope that the Congress will keep in the
bill section 703, which provides that no
such penalties in shipping arrangements
can be made against agricultural prod-
ucts when they are not made against
other products of the United States.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
am grateful for the remarks of the able
and distinguished senior Senator from
Oklahoma. Not only is he a ranking
member of the Committee on Commerce,
but also he is a student of agriculture.
I am sure that his opinions and convic-
tions on this question will have great
weight with the Senate.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, SYMINGTON. I yield to the able
Senator from South Dakota.

Mr. McGOVERN. I joinin commend-
ing the Senator from Missouri in point-
ing up so effectively the self-defeating
nature of a shipping restriction that
makes it impossible for us to make sales
for dollars or for gold to the Soviet
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Union and to other countries in Eastern
Europe.

There is no question that unwise re-
striction has this year and last year cost
us at least $100 million, which could
have been used to improve our balance-
of-payments position. There is no ques-
tion that sales of that kind would have
been of great help to the agricultural
economy of the United States. We know
that at the present time the Canadian
wheat farmers are plowing their fields
from fence row to fence row. There is
an agricultural boom in progress in
Canada that is explained in considerable
part because they have been wise enough
and have had enough commonsense to
recognize that at a time when there is a
surplus of wheat and someone else is
willing to pay gold for it, it is good busi-
ness to make an exchange. We have lost
the opportunity to move hundreds of
millions of bushels of American wheat
into markets in Eastern Europe.

Yesterday it was said on the floor of
the Senate by the Senator from Connect-
icut [Mr. Dopp] that he regarded the
removal of this restriction which would
permit our wheat to flow into Eastern
Europe as a kind of softening of our op-
position to communism. The truth is
that the restriction is helping the Com-
munist cause by undermining the United
States, by undermining our agricultural
economy, and by undermining our bal-
ance-of-payments position.

Mr. SYMINGTON. If the Senator will
permit me to interrupt, he could not be
more correct. I should think that those
who are opposed to Communist advance-
ment would recognize the importance of
policies which remove gold from their
country, which gold otherwise could be
used 'to purchase strategic materials
needed to pursue any possible aggression,
such as planes, tanks, and ships.

Why can we not follow the lead of such
nations as the British, the Australians,
and the Canadians? I understand the
French are now selling 1 million tons

of agriculture products a month. Why.

can we not adopt also such a policy?

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, yes-
terday, in his remarks, the Senator from
Connecticut tried to draw a parallel be-
tween the sale of scrap iron to Japan in
the 1930's and our sale of wheat to the
countries of eastern Europe today. The
one thing which will encourage the So-
viets to purchase food instead of scrap
iron is to make food available on terms
that are competitive. I would think
that anyone who is concerned about try-
ing to direct Soviet purchases to peaceful
purposes would wish to do everything in
his power to enable them to use their
gold which might otherwise go for scrap
iron and the weapons of war for the
purchase of food for their people. That
is in our interest as well as theirs.

If the Senator from Missouri will yield
further for a moment, I believe it is in-
teresting that the Senate Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry reported out a
provision calling for an end to the ship-
ping restriction by unanimous vote. In-
cluded among those who voted in favor
of removing the restriction was the dis-
tinguished Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
EastLanD], who is a longtime chairman

23429

of the Senate Subcommittee on Internal
Security, a person who is, I believe, rec-
ognized all over the country as one of the
most militantly anti-Communist Mem-
bers of the Congress.

Certainly he would not lend his name
and his influence to a recommendation to
remove this requirement unless he
thought it were forwarding the interests
of the United States and strengthening
our security position.

So I believe the points made by the
Senator from Missouri are well taken,
and I commend him again for his excel-
lent statement on the fioor of the Senate.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank my able
friend from South Dakota. For some
years, it has been my conviction that it
is wrong to continue policies which, in
effect mean we turn our backs on hun-
dreds of millions of people who at various
times say they would like to stab us in
the back. We should be strong, but we
should be willing to reason.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield
to my friend, the able senior Senator
from Kansas.

Mr. CARLSON. I wish to commend
the Senator from Missouri for calling
to the attention of the Senate the prob-
lem to which he addressed himself. He
has not only well analyzed the subject,
but I think from a practical standpoint,
he has pointed out something that should
have the consideration of the Senate.
We should remove this restriction. We
are the only nation on the globe that
limits production by legislative action.
In other words, we restrain our farmers
from producing by congressional en-
actment, and that action has turned
the wheat market of the world over to
our strongest competitors—Canada, Aus-
tralia, and Argentina. It seems to me
that in the interest not only of our own
people, but also the Nation, the Senator’s
proposal would do several things.

For example, as the Senator has men-
tioned, our action would have an effect
on our balance of payments position.
We refuse to sell for dollars. What we
are talking about would not be credit
sales. A year ago we made some dollar
sales, and we would have made sub-
stantially more had it not been for the
shipping restriction.

Mr. SYMINGTON. If the Senator will
permit an interruption, in my opinion,
the reason the German gentlemen re-
ferred to were over here before was to
indicate they felt it was all right to give
countries behind the Iron Curtain credit
up to 7 years, but wrong to extend that
credit for 15 years.

Our friends and allies of the free world,
however, are now extending credit up to
15 years. But because of ideological dif-
ferences, and despite the opportunities
which could come to this country as a
result of a real rift in the Iron Curtain,
We1 will not even sell our products for
gold.

Mr. CARLSON. The Senator has not
only made a factual statement, but one
about which the country should know.
The country should know the situation
which we are facing. I know whatI am
speaking about when I say that in the
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recent wheat sale the Soviet Union placed
a substantial quantity of gold in England
to pay for the wheat they are now re-
ceiving. That was for this year's crop
from Argentina and other countries. At
the same time we refuse to sell it. If
we would sell the wheat, we would not
only make more favorable our balance-
of-payments position, but we would re-
duce the cost to the taxpayers of our
surpluses.

Second, if we permitted the sale of 200
million bushels of wheat by the farmers
of our Nation, I think it would mean as
much as 20 cents a bushel to the farmers
of our Nation. I think we could easily
sell that quantity.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the able
Senator from Kansas, one of the great
authorities on the subject in the Con-

gress.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I com-
mend the Senator from Missouri for
his very able presentation of this prob-
lem. Few people realize that wheat is
the only commodity singled out for this
special treatment. Russia and the satel-
lite countries can get—and they are get-
ting—all the wheat they need from
Canada and other countries. Canada
is increasing her wheat production. It
is not a question of their not being able
to obtain wheat.

The United States has a monopoly in
soybeans. We are the only major sur-
plus soybean producer in the world.
Soybeans are much more useful in mak-
ing ammunition than wheat, but there
is no restriction on soybeans such as
applies to wheat and industrial goods.

Mr. SYMINGTON. The distinguished
Senator from North Dakota, who knows
as much about this subject as any Mem-
ber of the Senate, could not be more
correct.

The farmers of Canada, a nation that
spends less than one-half as much per
capita for its defenses as does the United
States, are farming every piece of
ground they can in order to produce
wheat to sell for gold.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I
might point out that North Dakota farm-
ers are going to Canada to raise wheat.

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is interest-
ing to know. At the same time that we
are getting off on this “kick” about hat-
ing people, we are not interested, even,
in what is the farm income of the United
States and what its impact is on the
overall economy.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Iam glad to yield
to the Senator from New York. I know
that he has studied this proposal catre-
fully.

Mr. JAVITS. I am only a window-
box farmer who has a particular interest
in this subject. On the question of the
balance of payments, on which the Sena-
tor and I jousted before, I agree that
it is a difficult problem and that we must
deal with it. The Senator from Mis-
souri is an acecomplished businessman.
I have had experience in business, too.
I feel that we cannot be so all-fired
scared. We do not want the situation
to get out of hand; hence I am in ac-
cord with the voluntary program. Al-
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though I am much against the equaliza-
tion tax, I think we have a tendency to
be so much afraid of it as to want to
eliminate it entirely.

Mr. SYMINGTON. The senior Sena-
tor from New York and I understand
each other. He has some thoughts on
balance of payments to which I have lis-
tened with great respect.

In this particular case I know he does
not mean that he would object to our
selling agricultural products of the
United States for gold.

Mr. JAVITS. For gold. I voted for
that. Not only that, but I voted to sell
them on modest credit terms.

As the Senator knows, for a long time
I was Chairman of the Economic Com-
mittee of the NATO Parliamentarians
Conference. One of the major things we
have insisted on is an equalization of pol-
icy between the United States and other
countries in the alliance with respect to
selling to the Eastern European Commu-
nist bloe.

I feel—and that is what this policy ex-
presses—that if we are not in the act,
we cannot have any influence on the
policy. .

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. JAVITS. In other words, if we
stand away from it, we cannot expect to
have influence upon them. I feel that we
have to apply the GATT trade rules in
any major expansion of trade with
Eastern Europe. On that ground, we
should be in the program if we are
to have influence. I am sure I agree
with the policy the Senator stated.

Leaving aside a discussion of the bal-
ance of payments, if we recognize the
problem of American merchant marine
and grant a subsidy, is it not true that
that is a necessary corollary of the policy
the Senator recommends? We would
be required to pay a subsidy to the Amer-
ican merchant marine, including Ameri-
can seamen. We would say to them, in
effect, “We understand it is in the na-
tional interest to keep you viable, but
this should not destroy the total eco-
nomics of the United States. We would
rather keep you viable and keep Ameri-
can ships going, but without imposing
upon the other business of the United
States a completely uneconomic mess,
that cannot be justified except on sub-
sidy grounds.

Mr,. SYMINGTON. The senior Sena-
tor from New York has made a wise ob-
servation from the standpoint of the
overall problems of the economy. There
are many other ways in which conditions
can be recognized with respect to the
problems of those in the maritime union.
I do not believe one of them should be
penalizing the American farmer, making
him noncompetitive in the free market
with sales of agricultural products for
gold.

Mr, JAVITS. Those of us who vote
that way can say to the American sea-
men that at one and the same time, we
are perfectly willing to work out the
terms of keeping them viable and afloat,
while not destroying the process of Amer-
ican farm policy.

The seaman has a right to have us
tell him that, at one and the same time.
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Mr. SYMINGTON. I agree with the
Senator from New York, and now yield
to the Senator from Maryland.

Mr. BREWSTER. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Missouri for yield-
ing to me. I commend the Senator for
his brilliant analysis of an intricate and
complicated problem and also, once
again, express my great admiration for
his outstanding talent.

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator from
Maryland is much too kind. Especially
from him, because of my respect and ad-
miration, I appreciate what he says.

Mr. BREWSTER. With the Senator’s
permission, I should like to comment on
this general subject.

I have at the desk amendment No.
440, which I propose to call up on Monday
next. The amendment would strike sec-
tion 703 from pages 108 and 109 of the
bill. It seems to me that the assump-
tions which lie behind the thinking that
caused the insertion of section 703 in
the bill are twofold and erroneous.

First, the proponents of section 703
argue that the restrictions placed on
commercial wheat sales represent fa-
voritism toward the American Mer-
chant Marine; second, that shipping re-
strictions are preventing large sales of
wheat to the Soviet Union.

First, the requirement that 50 percent
of any wheat sold to Russia be shipped
in American ships means an additional
freight cost of 11 cents a bushel, because
of the higher wages paid American sea-
men. Yet at the same time that we
hear the cries of favoritism because of
the 11-cent freight differential, we hear
no cries of favoritism about the price
differential which the Government now
pays.

Mr, SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield back at that point?

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield.

Mr, SYMINGTON. I am not a mem-
ber of the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, but respectfully refer to the
committee amendment and present to
the Senator the fact it provides that
greater restrictions should not be ap-
plied to agricultural products than other
commodities. All the farmer is asking
for is reasonable equal opportunity and
rights with the manufacturers of this
country.

Knowing of the Senator’s belief in
private enterprise, may I present that
we are now talking about a Government
regulation with respect to helping a par-
ticular union in connection with sales
that are private.

The Senator from South Dakota is a
member of the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry, so he can develop the
point more fully. I supported his
amendment on this question.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield.

Mr. McGOVERN. First, I point out,
to the Senator from Maryland that this
restriction as it operates today is not
helping the maritime industry one iota.
It is not generating one additional dollar
for the U.S. maritime industry. If the
Senator from Maryland could show me
and other Members of the Senate how
this restriction is producing $100 million
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in business for the U.S. maritime indus-
try, even though it was coming out of the
pockets of American wheat farmers, per-
haps an argument could be made that at
least someone in this country is gaining
at the expense of someone else. But the
restriction does not work that way, for
the simple reason that, because of this
restriction, neither the wheat farmer
nor the maritime industry has derived
one dollar of business from the sale of
wheat to the countries of eastern Eu-
rope and the Soviet Union.

Thus, while I can understand the Sen-
ator’s logic in arguing that some kind of
subsidy may be in order for the American
merchant marine, this is not the way to
do it, because this restriction is killing
business for the American merchant ma-
rine as well as for the farmers. Because
of this restriction, there is not one bushel
of wheat moving.

Mr. BREWSTER. In answer to my
very distinguished and learned colleague,
let me argue that the Government-sup-
ported price of wheat in this country is
50 cents a bushel higher than the world
market price of wheat. Taxpayers pay
this 50 cents a bushel, which is five times
higher than the freight differential we
are discussing.

Mr. McGOVERN. Does not the Sena-
tor realize that both in 1964 and 1965 we
had a two-price system on wheat? The
wheat that goes into export is marketed
at world prices. We are going to be deal-
ing with my amendment shortly—which
I am sure will be accepted by the Senate,
and which has been cleared on both sides
of the aisle—which would perpetuate the
two-price system and permit wheat to
move into export at the world market
prices without any subsidy at all. Thus,
I believe that if the Senator is concerned
about that point, once the wheat amend-
ment we are about to consider has been
adopted—assuming that it will be
adopted by the Senate—it has already
been approved on the House side—the
subsidy he is worrying about on the ex-
port side will disappear, and I hope that
g will lead to a withdrawal of his objec-

on.

Mr. BREWSTER. On that very point,
in 1964, the wheat export subsidy totaled
$97 million. Tt seems to me that more
favoritism is being shown the wheat
exporter than the American merchant
marine. If the Russians were forced
to pay this price differential of 58 cents
a bushel, they would be reluctant to make
any purchases,

I invite the attention of Senators to
a statement made by Secretary of State
Dean Rusk last month, that the Rus-
sians have not made any approach to the
United States concerning any purchases
of wheat.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Mary-
land yield?

Mr. BREWSTER. Iyield.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Did I
correctly hear the Senator say that the
export subsidy was 58 cents a bushel?

Mr. BREWSTER. In answer to the
Senator’s inquiry, I stated that the wheat
export subsidy in 1964 amounted to $97
million.
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Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. This
was before the present program went in-
to effect, there is practically no export
subsidy at the present time; is that not
correct?

Mr. BREWSTER. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Continuing with my brief presentation.
Another misconception which seems to
me to be widespread is the notion that
50 percent of the American shipping re-
quirement has impeded huge wheat
transactions.

I point out that the Wall Street Jour-
nal of last August 30—2 weeks ago—re-
ported that Russia could have purchased
wheat more cheaply from the United
States, even with the shipping require-
ments, than from Canada, yet the So-
viet Union still purchased 222 million
bushels of wheat from Canada in Au-
gust. The Canadian price was $2.22 a
bushel. The American price, includ-
ing the freight cost of American ships,
was $2.03.

Mr. President, to summarize, it seems
obvious to me that it is not undue fa-
voritism to require that 50 percent of the
wheat sold to Russia be shipped in Amer-
ican ships, and that it is surely not this
requirement which is holding up any
sales to the Soviet Union.

This being the case, on Monday next,
I shall offer an amendment, No. 440,
wll;lich would strike out section 703 of the
bill.

Mr. President, yesterday, each of us
received a detailed letter from the presi-
dent of the AFL-CIO, Mr, George Meany.
Mr. Meany wrote to explain the position
of organized labor on the shipment of
wheat to Russia in foreign bottoms.

A recent issue of the Baltimore Sun
published a summary of the contents of
the Meany letter in an excellent article
on the subject written by Helen Delich
Bentley. Mrs. Bentley is one of the rec-
ognized experts in this country on mari-
time matters, and this article is particu-
larly timely to our debate today.

For this reason, and because I believe
that every American should understand
this problem and have the benefit of Mr.
Meany’s views, I ask unanimous consent
to have Mrs. Bentley's article printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

MEANY EXPLAINS RED GRAIN STAND—AFL-CIO
PRESIDENT IN Bip To SET RECORD STRAIGHT
{By Helen Delich Bentley)

WasHINGTON, September 8. —George Meany,
AFL-CIO president, today warned the Sen-
ate that no ships would be loaded with Amer-
ifcan wheat for the Communist bloc coun-
tries if through “ill-considered action” the
lawmakers eliminated the requirements that
half of any wheat sold to those nations must
move on American bottoms.

In a 10-page document sent to each U.S.
Benator, Meany went over the details which
led up to the 50-percent provislon and then
proceeded to elaborate with his own views.
He saild he wanted to set the record straight.

This was the first public statement by the
top labor leader as well as the first detalled
statement ever issued by anyone involved
with the donnybrook of February 1964, when
longshoremen refused to load wheat for
Russia because exporting firms were vacil-
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lating from the White House pledge to Ameri-
can maritime labor.
WOULD BE TRAGEDY

“It would be a tragedy if that hope of pro-
viding a long-range program for the Ameri-
can merchant marine were shattered and
the function of the Presidential Maritime
Advisory Committee destroyed by ill-con-
sidered action by the Senate, under the illu-
sion that the nullification of a constructive
understanding will succeed in getting ships
loaded with American wheat.”

Meany also said:

1. All the discussions concerning grain
sales to the Soviet Union now are “hypo-
thetical” as far as the AF1—CIO is concerned.

2. The allegations that the AFL-CIO is
blocking consummation of such a sale are
false.

3. If President Johnson should decide to
make sales to Russia, the AFL-CIO would
cooperate if asked to do so “in attempting
to work out any reasonable new arrange-
::l:g.nta which might be necessary to facilitate

4. In so doing, the AFL—CIO would argue
that the abandonment of the legitimate in-
terests of the American merchant marine and
of the public interest in the merchant marine
is neither justified nor necessary to accom-
plish this purpose.

5. Seamen, as well as wheat farmers and
the stockholders of Cargill, Inc., and Con-
tinental Grain Co., must eat, and it is wholly
unnecessary and destructive to attempt to
drive a wedge between the interests of farm-
ers and workers, as some now seek to do, to
resolve this issue in a manner fair to both.

6. If the freight rate differential is, in fact,
the only barrier to a transaction with Rus-

* sia, and if its consummation is deemed a mat-

ter of over-riding national Interest, there
are various ways in which the problem can be
approached which would respect the legiti-
mate interests of all parties and would not
entall the betrayal of one vital segment of
our economy by another.

7. The freight differential might be
absorbed into the export subsidy as some of
the costs of rail shipment to U.S. ports now
are.

In his concluding remarks, the AFL-CIO
chief stated that these and other alterna-
tive approaches merit serious consideration
and discussion.

Any effort to arbitrarily abolish or negate
U.S.-flag protection without putting a better
plan or procedure in its place, can lead only
to the most harmful consequences, he
warned.

READY TO COOPERATE

“The AFL-CIO is ready at any time to co-
operate fully in any effort to find a better
method of achieving the objective sought by
the 50 percent American-flag requirement.
We are strongly opposed to any misguided
effort to resolve the issue by the arbitrary
and ruthless elimination of that require-
ment.”

Meany took the time today to present the
full statement to each Senator because of the
pressure being applied to the agricultural
bill to have an amendment passed thereto
that would eliminate the cargo preference re-
quirement on wheat moving to Russia.

There also have been suggestions that if
the amendment is not passed on that bill, 1t
will be attached to the legislation that would
eliminate section 14(b) (the so-called right-
to-work clause) from the Taft-Hartley Act.
Organized labor has been waging a strong
fight to have 14(b) removed from the law.

In the course of the pressure by agricul-
tural interests to have wheat sold to Russia
again, forces on Capitol Hill as well as the
press have been blaming the requirement
that 60 percent of any such sales move on
American-flag ships as the reason the Com-
munists are not buying wheat from this
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country this year, although they placed a
$450 million order with Canada.

“These accounts have invariably misrepre-
sented the position and role of the AFL-CIO
and of myself in this matter,” Meany stated.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, in
conclusion, I argue that of course we
should sell the food and fiber of the
United States behind the Iron Curtain
to the Soviet Union. It would certainly
benefit our balance-of-payments pro-
gram. All of our so-called allies across
the world are making similar sales. It
is utter foolishness for us not to sell
something that we have in great abun-
dance and in surplus, and which we now
hoard at great cost in storage, interest,
and spoilage. I also argue that the
fourth arm of the U.S. defenses is our
U.S. merchant marine, but that our U.S.
merchant marine is now the withered
arm of the U.S. security forces.

At the end of World War IT—and I
have made this same speech from this
same desk time and again, but I repeat—
we were the leading maritime nation
in the world.

Today, we are far down the list.

Many small countries have more ships
flying their flags than we have ships
flying the flag of Uncle Sam. I resent
this

Mr. President, I also invite the atten-
tion of the Senate and the country to
the fact that most nations require all
of the government cargoes owned by
their governments to be carried in their
ships, when they have the ships. A

It makes no sense to me to ship U.S.-
owned cargoes in foreign ships under for-
eign flags, manned by foreign seamen.

As a representative of the second big-
gest port on the east coast, Baltimore,
I believe that it is in the national in-
terest to promote the U.S. merchant ma-
rine. :

The men we now have in Vietnam, in
9 out of 10 cases, are carried there by
ship. They should be carried there by
our ships. The travels that many of us
took in the 1940’s in defense of our coun-
try, all over this globe, were made in
U.S. ships.

It seems ridiculous to me that we
should promote any policy which would
be detrimental to the U.S. merchant ma-
rine.

Finally, I argue that this is a maritime
and a merchant marine question, and
that it should be settled in the Com-
mittee on Commerce. It is not appro-
priate to have it included in a farm bill.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HAR~-
Rris in the chair). The Senator from
Vermont is recognized.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I believe
that perhaps there is some misunder-
standing concerning the situation pre-
sented by the Senator from Maryland. I
commend him for looking after the im-
portant interests of his State, but I do
not believe that we should let the im-
pression get out that the merchant ma-
rine is such a great benefactor of the
wheatgrowers of this country. In the
first place, the wheatgrower does not
have 45 percent of the cost of his farm
paid for by the Government.
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I am not sure, but I believe that 45
percent of the cost of our merchant ships
is paid for by the Government, and has
been paid for during the past 25 years,
at least since I came to the Senate, but
the important point is that on the ex-
ports of wheat, under Public Law 480
alone, the merchant marine will receive
an estimated $201 million in 1964 and
1965, and that amount is charged to ag-
ricultural appropriations.

I do not believe we can say that the
merchant marine, particularly when it
hamstrings the exports of wheat to for-
eign countries, is any great benefactor
of American agriculture. Furthermore,
the $201 million does not include the
transportation costs on several hundred
million bushels of wheat that was not
sold or shipped under Public Law 480.

The United States has been overly gen-
erous with the merchant marine of the
United States. I recall during World
War I, when many of the older ships
were sunk by German submarines,
largely between here and the Caribbean,
that the insurance which the United
States pald to the owners in one case
was 68 times the value of the particular
ship. Other insurance costs were paid
accordingly. The United States has
been overly generous to the American
merchant marine. It has given them
enough money so that they should own
the establishment. Perhaps we ought to
nationalize it. We did nationalize part
of the industry once but it did not work
so well. The merchant marine of the
United States, important as it is, has
probably received as large a portion of
its income from the U.S. Treasury as has
any other industry in this country.

It ill behooves the merchant marine to
try to deprive the wheatgrowers of sales
to foreign countries. Why are the man-
ufacturers of electric motors not treated
in that fashion, or the manufacturers of
machinery which is shipped overseas?
Why are they not given the same treat-
ment? Why do they discriminate against
the wheatgrowers? It is not because they
want to wave the flag. It is because
they they want the $201 million, and
as much more as they can get.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, be-
fore I call up my amendment, I yield to
the Senator from Colorado.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the courtesy of the Senator
from South Dakota.

One of the articles that I wanted to
have placed in the Recorp on this same
subject yesterday is an article from the
Denver Post. I do not have it with me
at the present time. The article was
written by Bill Hosakawa.

The article is based upon a proposal
made by the Senator from South Dakota
[Mr. McGovern] in connection with the
fact that we will not be long in food for
a very long time. We will be short in
food.

We ought to be paying the money into
an acceleration of the production of food.
We do not have to worry long over the
fact that we must get rid of the surplus
wheat. That seems to be the purport of
many of the comments made today. If
this were to happen, I suspect, on the
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basis of the population increase on a
worldwide basis, perhaps we would not
have some of the problems which we are
faced with today.

In answer to the Senator from Ver-
mont, for whom I have vast respect, let
me say that I am now serving on the
Subcommittee on the Merchant Marine.
I am well aware of the amount of money
that we provide to the merchant marine
for the promotion of the American mer-
chant marine. It makes very little sense
to me to have the U.S. taxpayers put
money into that program, and then say,
at the same time, that we will ship all
the Government-supported surplus com-
modities in foreign ships.

It seems to me that if we are to
try to promote the American merchant
marine—which I hope we shall do, and
which we have been trying to do—we
should continue with some kind of con-
sistency to try to give it the kind of cargo
that it can carry. That is the purpose
of the 50-percent limitation.

I have a great deal of difficulty in un-
derstanding why this is the wrong ap-
proach.

There is more than this involved. I
have stated—and I made a speech on the
same subject on the floor yesterday—
that if we are to trade with the Commu-
nist countries—and I am talking about
the governments of those countries and
not the people in them—we should per-
suade the governments of those countries
to give us some concessions before we
ease off whatever shortages they have by
providing them with their necessary
supplies. :

I can see no point in sending Ameri-
can boys all over the world to try to
fight Communist aggression, wherever it
may be, in the Dominican Republic or in
South Vietnam. I can see no point in
providing troops to protect Berlin against
all the people who try to press in and
take over Berlin and West Germany.

There is no point in doing that on a
worldwide basis and then saying that
we will provide the very countries which
create the problem with the necessary
resources so that they can continue their
struggle against us. That does not make
sense to me.

So far as our allies are concerned, they
are selling to those countries. We know
that they are selling and that they are
selling for gold and making a great deal
of money. I am positive that that is
true. However, while they are doing
that, we are taking a good many of their
irons out of the fire and providing pro-
tection for them.

I believe that it is up to us to take the
lead in bringing about a change of poliey.
That is what the Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. Dopp] and I were talking
about yesterday on the floor. The ques-
tion is important, and that it should be
even more widely debated than is now
the case.

I yield to the Senator from Vermont.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, I have
listened to the statement of the Senator
from Colorado. I agree with him. Be-
fore we ship wheat to other countries, we
should require concessions from them.
The Senator from Colorado, as an expert
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in the field of banking, must know that
one of the greatest concessions which
they could give us at this time would be
gold.

Mr. DOMINICE. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the comments of the Senator.

Mr. ATREN. When they are willing
to pay for wheat with gold, I would call
that a very interesting concession.

I point out one other concession that
the United States has made to the U.S.
merchant marine, and that is that for 62
years it has been privileged to use the
Panama Canal at the same rate it started
to pay in 1903.

There are rumblings now that the mer-
chant marine is very much concerned
over the possibility of a new canal, which
would perhaps increase the toll charges.

I believe that we have given them great
concessions since 1938, when, I believe,
that unfortunate Merchant Marine Act
was passed. They have been virtually
dependent on Government money ever
since. I do not think that ought to
be the case. I believe that they ought to
stand on their own feet, or, should I say,
the ships should sit on their own bot-
toms? I do not know what the proper
term is.

I agree that it is desirable to have a
good American merchant marine. How-
ever, in utilizing the merchant marine,
there should be no discrimination against
agricultural commodities, and particu-
larly wheat.

Mr. DOMINICEK. Mr. President, I
have vast respect for the knowledge and
experience of the Senator from Vermont.
I hesitate to disagree with him at any
time on these points. However, I should
point out for the sake of the Recorp that
I believe at no time has Russia or any
other country ever given us any gold for
wheat. SofarasIknow, they have never
made any suggestion that they would.
This, it seems to me, would be arguing
something that we hope will happen, but
has not happened.

Mr. AIKEN, Gold has been trans-
ferred to other points in exchange for
dollars with which we were paid.

Mr. DOMINICK. I understand that
there have been sales of Russian gold on
the London gold market.

Mr. ATKEN., We do not get it first
hand. But I am sure that the Senator
from Colorado will agree that good silver
dollars would be as good as gold.

Mr. DOMINICE. If we had them, I
would be very happy. We do not have
them any more.

I yield to the Senator from North

Dakota.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, I could better understand the
position of the Senator if he included all
other farm commeodities, particularly
soybeans. The United States is the only
surplus soybean producer in the world.
We have a monopoly on the surplus of
this crop. We could easily starve Rus-
sla and her satellites out of soybeans;
and soybeans are much more useful in
many types of munitions than is wheat.
We cannot stop Russia from getting all
the wheat she wants. Canada is in-
creasing its production. She could pro-
duce all that Russia wants.
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So we are not accomplishing what the
Senator from Colorado is suggesting. I
think there would be more merit in his
suggestion if he were to include all farm
commodities.

Mr. DOMINICE. There may be some
benefit coming from this suggestion.
Yesterday the distinguished Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. Doop]l at least
brought forth a new type of proposal as
to how we might be able to setile the
problem so far as the United States,
Canada, Australia, and Argentina are
concerned. That was to permit a pool,
with an agreed-on policy as to where the
wheat is to go.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, in regard to the sale
of wheat to the Soviet Union and the
Eastern bloc countries, we made a sale a
year ago. Every bushel was paid for in
dollars 24 hours afterward. I am op-
posed to selling on long terms of 7 or 15
years. Canada insists on getting gold.
It gets either gold or Canadian dollars.
The money is sent to London to pay for
the shipment. I do not see why we
should not insist on cash sales for com-
modities.

Mr. DOMINICK. I appreciate the
comments of the Senator. He and I have
discussed this matter privately and pub-
licly. It does not strike me as making
sense for us to sell to potential enemies
when, at the same time we are strength-
ening their economies, we must provide
more armaments for struggles all over
the world in order to contain the very
nations we are strengthening by supply-
ing commodities to them.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
wish to make one brief reply to the state-
ment made by the Senator from Colo-
rado, to clarify the Recorp. Everyone
ought to understand that the proposal
to remove the 50-percent shipping re-
quirement on commercial sales has noth-
ing to do with the Cargo Preference Act,
under which 50 percent of the agricul-
tural commodities that move under Pub-
lic Law 480 must move in American
ships. No one here has been proposing
the abolition of that part of the law. It
is under that law that the great bulk of
our export wheat now moves. There is
no attempt to remove that requirement,
under which 50 percent of the commodi-
ties must be carried in American ships.

That In itself is a great concession to
the American merchant marine. They
appreciate that very deeply. They do
not want that historic concession to be
disturbed. No one is proposing that it
be disturbed. All we are saying is that
we do not want to apply to commercial
sales of wheat a restriction that has
never been applied in the past to wheat
or any other commodity, and that does
not apply to anything other than this
important food crop. I think it is a
very modest amendment. It would not
hurt the American merchant marine in
any way. It would not cost one dollar’s
worth of business, for the simple reason
that we are not doing any business as
long as this restriction is in effect.

Mr. DOMINICEK. I appreciate the
Senator’s effort to make that crystal
clear. I am in disagreement with him.
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In 1961 we had in the Agricultural Act
a sense of the Congress that no surplus
commodities should be distributed or
sold to Communist countries. Now in
the short space of 4 years we are to have
a sense-of-Congress provision which
takes away at least one limitation on
such sales, if it does no more than that.
It seems to me that we are going as
rapidly as we can into reverse so far as
trade and aid are concerned while we
are accelerating forward so far as help-
ing Communist aggression all over the
world is conecerned.
AMENDMENT NO. 437

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
wish to call up my amendment No. 437
and ask to have it stated. Then I shall
be happy to yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
South Dakota will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with,
and that it be printed in the Recorp.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment offered by Mr. Mc-
GoOVERN is as follows:

On page 64, line 12, after the period, add
the following: “Whenever a wheat marketing
allocation program is in effect for any mar-
keting year the Secretary shall determine
(1) the wheat marketing allocation for such
year which shall be the amount of wheat
he estimates will be used during such year
for food products for consumption in the
United States, and (2) the national allo-
cation percentage for such year which shall
be the percentage which the national mar-
keting allocation is of the amount of the
national marketing quota for wheat that
would be determined for such marketing
year if a national marketing quota for such
year had been proclaimed less the expected
production on the acreage allotments for
farms which will not be in compliance with
the requirements of the program. Each
farm shall recelve a wheat marketing allo-
cation for such marketing year equal to
the number of bushels obtained by multi-
plylng the number of acres in the farm
acreage allotment for wheat by the projected
farm yield, and multiplylng the resulting
number of bushels by the national alloca-
tion percentage.”

On page 68, strike out lines 10 through 17,
and substitute the following:

“(1)(a) price support for wheat accom-
panied by domestic certificates shall be at
100 per centum of the parity price or as
near thereto as the Secretary determines
practicable, but In no event less than $2.50
per bushel, (b) price support for wheat not
accompanied by marketing certificates shall
be at such level, not in excess of the parity
price therefor, as the Secretary determines
appropriate taking into consideration com-
petitive world prices of wheat, the feeding
value of wheat in relation to feed grains,
and the level at which price support is
made available for feed grains.”

On page 68, beginning with line 18, strike
out down through line 21 on page 69 and
substitute the following:

“(2) In establishing the levels of price
support pursuant to paragraph (1) and in
establishing the rates of diversion payments
for diverting acreage under subsection (a) of
sectlon 339, the objective shall be to assure a
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total amount of returns to producers, includ-
ing any proceeds from export marketing cer-
tificates, at a level not less than $1.90 per
bushel.”

On page 67, beginning with line 9, strike
out down through line 4 on page 68 and sub-
stitute the following:

“(f) Section 379e of such Act is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following:
‘Notwithstanding any other provision of this
Act, Commodity Credit Corporation shall sell
marketing certificates for the marketing years
for the 1966 through the 1969 wheat crops
to persons engaged In the processing of food
products at the face value thereof less any
amount by which price support for wheat
accompanied by domestic marketing certifi-
cates exceeds $2 per bushel; except that if
the Becretary determines that the average
price of bread in the United States has in-
creased following enactment of the Food and
Agriculture Act of 1965 and prior to the be-
ginning of such marketing year, the Secre-
tary may Increase such price to an amount
not exceeding the face value of such certifi-
cates. The exception contalned in the pre-
ceding sentence shall not be applicable to
the marketing year for the 1966 crop.’'”

On page 72, after line 25, insert the fol-

ng:

*“(2) Amendment (13) of section 202 is
amended by striking out ‘only with respect
to the crop planted for harvest in the calen-
dar year 1965' and substituting ‘with respect
to the crops planted for harvest in the calen-
dar years 1965 through 1969"."

On page 65, strike out lines 12 through 23,

On page 72, beginning on line 24 after
the semicolon, strike out down through
line 25.

On page 63, lines 8 to 10, strike out “by
striking out ‘not accompanied by marketing
certificates,’ and substituting ‘under section
107(1) of the Agricultural Act of 1949,
and (3)”.

On page 75, between lines 16 and 17, insert
the following:

“Section 379d(b) is amended by striking
out the second sentence and substituting the
following: ‘The cost of the export marketing
certificates per bushel to the exporter shall
be that amount determined by the Secretary
on a dally basis which would make United
Btates wheat and wheat flour generally com-
petitive in the world market, avold disrup-
tion of world market prices, and fulfill-the
international obligations of the United
States.’ : .

“Section 379c(a) is amended by striking
out everything in the next to the last sen-
tence after ‘United States’ and substituting
the following: ‘The Secretary shall also pro-
vide for the Issuance of export marketing
certificates to eliglble producers at the end
of the marketing year on a pro rata basis.
For such purposes, the value per bushel of
export marketing certificates shall be an
average of the total net proceeds from the
sale of export marketing certificates during
the marketing year after deducting the total
amount of wheat export subsidies paid to
exporters.’

“Section 378c(c) is amended by striking
out ‘and the face value per bushel of export
certificates shall be the amount by which the
level of price support for wheat accompanied
by export certificates exceeds the level of
price support for noncertificate wheat.'”

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I

yield to the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
LauscHE].

SECTION 14(b) OF THE TAFT-
HARTLEY ACT
Mr. LAUSCHE, Mr. President, a few
days ago there was sent to my home a
letter from the International Typo-
graphical Union, addressed to me. I
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want to read the letter because I want
all Ohioans to know the attitude re-
flected by the statements made in this
communication. It reads:

Sir: Your attention is directed to a brief
address, quoted below, made by President
Elmer Brown, of the International Typo-
graphical Union to the delegates in attend-
ance at the 107th convention of the ITU
held in Washington, D.C., August 14-20, 1965:

“It has been called to my attention by
some of the delegates who have been visit-
ing U.S. Senators from their various States,
that there seems to be a tendency on the
part of some of the Senators, who are al-
legedly our friends, to sit on the proposed
amendment to the Taft-Hartley law which
would eliminate section 14(b). These al-
leged friends are under great pressure, un-
doubtedly, but we should not let them for-
get that we of the labor movement put
them in office.

“I think at this time we should state at
this convention that those Members of the
U.S. Senate who were elected on the ticket
with President Johnson on a platform to
repeal 14(b) will either discharge thelr obli-
gation or we shall mass our forces and dis-
charge them at the next election. I think
the delegates from this convention should
express themselves in no uncertain terms
to the Senators, who are now weakening,
that we shall not only express our feelings
here, but we shall express them also at our
local union meetings and the entire labor
movement if necessary. The ITU will take
part in mobilizing delegations that will
make the civil rights demonstrations look
like Sunday school picnics.

“Our patience is about exhausted with
being doublecrossed and the Senators ought
to know that they cannot doublecross the
labor movement again and get away with it.

“It should be obvious that they are trying
to prevent the adoption of the bill to repeal
14(b) by their stalling tactics. It would be
even more difficult for its passage at the next
session of Congress. So, I would say to these
U.S. Senators, on behalf of the members
of the International aphical Union,
that we are not going to tolerate their dilly-
dallying tactics. We expect them to dis-
charge their obligations to the labor move-
ment. We expect them to keep their prom-
ises or we will have to do our best to keep
them out of office.”

That is the end of the statement made
by the president of the International
Typographical Union.

Mr. President, this letter is an insult to
the intelligence and the honor of the U.S.
Congress.

The men who made that statement and
those who approve it look upon the Mem-
bers of the Senate as groveling, abject
slaves to the commands of what these
men tell them to do. If I had any ques-
tion about my position on this matter,
it was resolved when I read this state-
ment.

Am T to lie face down on the floor, ab-
jectly, and there bow as a slave to the
commands of these men? I owe a duty
to speak in accordance with the prompt-
ings of my thinking and my soul. If I do
otherwise, I lie to myself, I lie to the pub-
lic, and I lie to God. That I do not pro-
pose to do.

The letter implies that we are cowards.
It can mean nothing else. It means they
expect with the threat that they will de-
feat us at the next election, that we will
abandon. our honest judgment.

I will not do if, and I want the people
of my State to know exactly the methods
that are used to bring into line those Sen-
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ators who may feel differently than these
men feel who made this statement. I will
exercise my mind and my conscience, and
vote accordingly. The man who made
this statement will not think for me nor
speak for me nor act for me.

Mr. ATIKEN, Will the Senator yield?

Mr. LAUSCHE. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. I appreciate the Sena-
tor's having read that letter, because I
received one almest exactly like it from
a prominent industrialist this morning.

Mr. LAUSCHE. It is just as bad, re-
gardless of whom it comes from.

Mr. ATEEN. If the Senator from Ohio
can find out some way to vote against
both categories who write that kind of
letter, I wish he would confide in me how
to do it.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I
weighed whether I should make this
statement on the floor of the Senate,
whether I should reveal the context of
this letter.

I decided that failure to do so would be
an injustice to me, an injustice to the
Senate, and an injustice to the people of
Ohio.

Mr. ATKEN. I think the Senator has
performed a service by reading the letter.

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ACT OF
1965

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 9811) to maintain farm
income, to stabilize prices, and assure
adequate supplies of agricultural com-
modities, to reduce surpluses, lower Gov-
ernment costs, and promote foreign
trade; to afford greater economic oppor-
tunity in rural areas, and for other
purposes.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from Maryland.

Mr. BREWSTER. I thank the Sena-
tor for yielding, and ask him a question.

Returning to section 703 of the farm
bill, we all agree that the 50-50 require-
ment on wheat sales is not a part of the
Cargo Preference Act, it is a result of a
regulation promulgated by President
Kennedy some years ago. All section
703 does is to state what the sense of
Congress is.

Why is it necessary, in an agricultural
bill, to go into maritime policy, particu-
larly when the policy is by virtue of a
Presidential directive that can be
changed by the Chief Executive should
he choose to change it, and not a policy
that has been established by us as part
of the Cargo Preferenece Act?

Mr. McGOVERN. In reply to the
Senator’s inquiry, he is quite correct that
the restriction was the result of an ad-
ministrative ruling by the late President
Kennedy, and not of an act of Congress.

But as the Senator will recall, before
President Kennedy made that judgment,
he consulted rather widely with Mem-
bers of the Congress, and it was to a
great extent, I think, on the basis of
those consultations that he decided to
lay down this shipping restriction as a
means of removing some of the objec-
tions to the Russian wheat sales.

It now becomes clear, after 2 years of
experience under the restriction, that as
a matter of fact it killed any opportunity
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for additional sales. It has been a dis-
mal failure, and has had the effect of
simply canceling out the judgment that
the President reached at an earlier day,
a judgment that was shared by Presi-
dent Johnson, that it was in the national
interest to make these sales.

So it seems to me that it is now per-
fectly proper for the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry, which has primary
responsibility in the Senate for matters
affecting the welfare of our agricultural
producers, to express the view of our com-
mittee—and it was a unanimous view—
that the shipping restriction is working
great harm to the farm producers of this
country.

All section 703 of the pending bill does
is express the sense of the Congress that
there should not be any diseriminatory
provision applied against agricultural
commodities when it comes to shipment
to the Soviet Union, but that they ought
to be treated the same as industrial com-
modities or any other items which move
in international trade,

Mr. BREWSTER. Does not my wise
and learned colleague agree that the
President of the United States could
change the present policy without any
action on the part of the Congress with
reference to the issue?

Mr. McGOVERN. I certainly agree
that the President has that authority.

Technically, the Secretary of Com-
merce administers the regulation that
was placed in effect on these shipments.
This might be a good place in the discus-
sion for me to call attention to a letter
which I recently received from the Secre-
tary of Commerce, in which he advises
me that he regards the regulation as
harmful to farmers, as harmful to our
balance of payments, and as of no bene-
fit whatsoever to U.S. shipowners or to
maritime labor.

I shall read into the ReEcorp Secretary
Connor's words, I am sure the Senator
from Maryland will be interested. Pre-
sumably the Secretary of Commerce
would not speak if he did not have the
authority to speak for the administra-
tion point of view.

‘This is what he says:

I appreciate your concern with this matter
and I agree with your analysis that the pres-
ent situation is highly unsatisfactory and
seems to offer no advantages to anyone.

The farmers and grain dealers are not get-
ting business they might otherwise have; the
longshoremen are not getting workloading
cargo they might otherwise have; the seafar-
ing employees are not benefiting because no
wheat sales are being made and, therefore,
no wheat is being transported on U.S.-flag
vessels; and, of course, the United States loses
an opportunity to improve its balance-of-
payments position.

So the administration not only has the
authority to remove the restriction, but,
if we can take the word of the Secretary
of Commerce, at least a part of the ad-
ministration has already decided that it
is not in our interest to continue that
restriction.

I was inferested in a communication
that came to Members of the Senate from
Mr. George Meany, the President of the
AFL—CIO, in which he says that the key
maritime unions never really demanded
such a requirement. It comes as some-
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thing of a new interpretation to me, but
Mr. Meany adds that neither did labor
leaders institute any boycott of ship-
ments, except when it appeared that the
grain traders who had received an export
subsidy covering excess shipping costs,
attempted, on the ground that no suit-
able U.S. ships were available, to ship a
part of the wheat which was supposed
to go in U.S. bottoms in cheaper foreign
vessels.

It was only at that point, according
to Mr. Meany’s communication, that the
maritime unions threatened to boycott
the loading of vessels.

This would have meant that the trad-
ers would gain the amount of the freight
differential since they had sold wheat
to Russia at a fixed price and had al-
ready been given the U.S. export subsidy
commitment.

Mr. Meany writes:

Contrary to ‘recent press accounts, I placed
no terms or conditions of any kind upon
the cooperation and support of the AFL-CIO
in this matter. The dispute which caused
the cessation of loading grain ships arose as
a result of the successful efforts of the grain
dealers to further reduce the participation
of American vessels by securing walvers of
the 50 percent shipping requirement through
varlous contrivances which disqualified
American vessels * * * the use of foreign
vessels in this instance did not reduce the
price paid by the Soviet Union for the grain.
The net effect of the substitution of foreign
vessels was to increase the proceeds of the
sale to the dealers * * * The protest action
of the maritime unions was directed entirely
at these private corporations who, for reasons
of their own profit, were undermining and
nullifying the policy and assurances of the
President of the United States.

I do not personally know all the facts
in this situation, but these statements
indicate that there is a possibility of
settling this impasse.

At least, as far as Mr. Meany is con-
cerned, he seems to be saying that labor
leaders are willing to sit down and talk
about a possible basis for removing this
restriction. He went so far as to say that
the restriction was never imposed at the
insistence of labor leaders. If that is
true, and the maritime leaders do not
demand a shipping restriction but are
chiefly concerned with the possibility of
a windfall to the grain traders, it ought
not to be difficult to insure against such
windfalls in the future. The firms which
handle international sales have assured
me repeatedly that they do not seek any
such windfall. They are not asking for
any special concession.

So if the grain traders are not asking
for the restriction, and if the labor
leaders are now indicating that they
have no real interest in maintaining it,
and we have the statement of the Secre-
tary of Commerce, Mr. Connor, that he
thinks the restriction is a mistake, it
seems to me that we ought to be coming
pretty close to the day when we will see
that restriction removed.

In view of these developments in re-
gard to the administration’s and labor’s
position, and the pending Foreign Rela-
tions Committee study of the propriety
of shipping restrictions in relation fo our
treaty obligations as well as the legality
of the restriction under our own laws,
I now feel that another effort at settle-
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ment by the administration should be

made. If these statements can be taken

at face value, agreement should be pos-
sible without legislative actions by the

Congress.

If these possibilities do not work out,
there will still be time for the Senate to
express its views on the matter.

I should like to believe that the Senator
from Maryland is correct in saying that
we may not have to take legislative action
to bring about that result, and that it
may be done by direction of the adminis-
tration.

A resolution which the Senator from
Missouri (Mr, SyMiNGTON) submitted on
my behalf last Thursday has been re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations, with the request that that
committee immediately look into the
question of whether or not the shipping
restriction is in fact a violation of our
treaties with some 30 countries. I have
no doubt that when the committee pur-
sues that subject, it will come to the con-
clusion that the restriction is, in fact, a
violation of treaties, and that is one more
very important reason why it ought to be
removed.

Mr, AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Vermont.

Mr. AIKEN. I agree with the Senator
from Maryland. The question of the
shipment of wheat should not be the sub-
ject of proposed legislation. By a stroke
of his pen, the President could take care
of the whole situation. I would like to
see him do so.

On the other hand, action taken in
that respect could conceivably determine
the position of Congress on the repeal of
section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley law.
I am sure some people would like to have
it continue in order to wield a little influ-
ence in that direction. But the Presi-
dent could easily take care of the situa-
tion if he would.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. BREWSTER. The distinguished
Senator from South Dakota has accu-
rately quoted the statement of Mr.
George Meany. I have the entire state-
ment in my hand. So that Senators may
have the benefit of the full text, I ask
unanimous consent that Mr. Meany’s
statement be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorb, as follows:

STATEMENT BY GEORGE MEANY, PRESIDENT,
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LaBOR AND CoN-
GRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS, ON THE
MATTER OF WHEAT SHIPMENTE TO THE SOVIET
UnioN
During the past 2 weeks, a number of ac-

counts have appeared in the press, purport-
ing to describe the circumstances surround-
ing the adoption of the requirement that at
least 50 percent of all wheat sold to the So-
viet Union must be shipped on American ves-
sels, where available,

These accounts have invariably misrepre-
sented the position and role of the AFL-CIO
and of myself in this matter. They seem to
have relied upon speculation or biased sec-
ond- or third-hand reports, for none of the
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reporters or columnists under whose bylines
these stories have appeared have bothered
to inquire as to the facts or to check the
accuracy of their statements concerning the
AFL-CIO position with the AFL-CIO itself.

In view of the current effort by some Mem-
bers of the Senate to cast the AFI~CIO in a
“dog in the manger” role and to arbitrarily
revoke the application of the flag preference
principle, I believe it is important to set the
record straight.

As regards the original application of this
prineciple to Soviet wheat sales, the facts are
these:

1. I made no demand or request of any
kind upon President Eennedy in connection
with this transaction. Prior to the consum-
mation and announcement of the wheat sale,
President Eennedy did inquire as to my views
on the advisability of selling wheat to the
Soviet Union. I advised him that I would
favor such a step, because of (a) the humani-
tarian aspect of wheat as a foodstuff, and (b)
the value of such a transaction in dramatiz-
ing the superlor performance of the Ameri-
can system in meeting human needs, as
against the Soviet system. Contrary to re-
cent press accounts, I placed no terms or
conditions of any kind upon the cooperation
and support of the AFL—CIO in this matter.

As a matter of fact, in April of 1962, I had
publicly urged that the United States give
foodstuffs to the peoples of Iron Curtain
countries, contending that “hunger knows
no politics.”

2. At a press conference in October of
1963, President Eennedy made the first public
announcement of the Soviet wheat sale, at
which time he stated that all of the wheat
would be shipped on American vessels, if
available. It is my impression that this de-
cision was motivated in large part by the
desire to realize maximum value to all seg-
ments of the American economy from the
transaction.

A Labor Department representative did con-
fer with officials of the International Long-
shoremen's Assoclation at that time and re-
celved a commitment of full cooperation on
this basis, despite the historic reluctance of
east coast longshoremen to handle goods
consigned to or originating in Communist
nations.

3. Subsequently, upon the representations
of the Commerce and Agriculture Depart-
ments, it was deemed not feaslble to carry
out the objective of using American vessels
for the entire shipment. The provision gov-
erning the use of American vessels was there-
upon reduced to not less than 50 percent,
where available, and this provision was con-
tained in President Eennedy's Executive
order.

4. The maritime and longshore unions did
not protest this reduction. The dispute
which caused the cessation of loading of grain
ships arose as a result of the successful ef-
forts of the grain dealers (Continental Grain
Co., and Cargill, Inc.) to further reduce the
participation of American vessels by secur-
ing walvers of the 50-percent requirement
through various contrivances which disquall-
fied American vessels, which were in fact
ready and able to carry the cargo, and sub-
stituting forelign-flag vessels on grounds that
no U.S.-flag vessels were “available.”

The use of foreign-flag vessels in this in-
stance did not reduce the price paid by the
Soviet Union for the grain. The transaction
was consummated on the basis of a fixed
price for the wheat delivered at Soviet ports.
The net effect of the substitution of foreign-
flag vessels was to increase the proceeds of
the sale to the dealers.

The protest action by the maritime unions
was directed entirely at these private cor-
porations who, for reasons of their own
profit, were- engaged in undermining and
nullifying the policy and assurances of the
President of the United States. A prime
example of the devices employed by these
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companies and their agents in engaging
vessels for this trade was the disqualification
of large-capacity, deep-draft ships, although
these ships were the most efficient and lowest
cost bulk carriers under the American flag.
Subsequent Investigation clearly showed
that the grounds advanced for excluding
such ships were spurious and that their use
was entirely feasible. They were In fact
used to complete the wheat shipments fol-
lowing the settlement of the dispute.

5. I entered this controversy only after
being requested to do so by President John-
son, in February of 1964. In cooperation
with Secretary of Labor Wirtz, I then inter-
ceded with the maritime and longshore
unions in the effort to find a fair and rea-
sonable basis for ending the dispute. A con-
siderable amount of persuasion was neces-
sary to induce these autonomous organiza-
tions, concerned with a problem vitally af-
fecting the welfare of their own industry
and membership, to abandon the course of
direct action and to resume work on this
cargo on a basis which, to a very large ex-
tent, left the future disposition and resolu-
tion of the grain shipment problem to the
good faith and sense of justice of public
officials.

The circumstances and basis of settlement
were fully and favorably reported at the time
and are matters of public record. The
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 110, part 3,
page 3520, contains a full and complete
exposition of the matter by Viece Presi-
dent (then Senator) HUBERT HUMPHREY.
The relevant excerpt of the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp is attached. It includes the remarks
of Senator McGoVERN, in an exchange with
Senator HumPHREY, which indicated his
complete approval, at that time.

6. It is important to note that the under-
standing which led to the resumption of
wheat shipments to the Soviet Union in
1064 set forth an orderly method for the
cortinuing review of governmental policy
concerning cargo preference, flag quotas and
maritime policy generally, including any fu-
ture changes in Government policy relating
to U.S.-flag participation in the shipment
of wheat to the Soviet Union. For this pur-
pose, a Maritime Advisory Committee, com-
posed of Government officials, representa-
tives of maritime labor, the shipping in-
dustry, and the public at large, was estab-
lished by the President. This Committee
is functioning and has submitted a num-
ber of recommendtions on maritime issues
which are currently under conslderation by
the administration.

This Committee was intended to create a
channel through which the problems of
maritime labor and management might be
presented to the appropriate officlals of gov-
ernment, with the public interest fully rep-
resented. It was hoped that this would
provide an orderly and constructive alter-
native to the method of direct economic
action, which the maritime unions have too
often found the only effective way to attract
attention and gain consideration of the very
serious problems affecting the livelihoods
of their members. The maritime unions
and the AFL-CIO have, to date, participated
cooperatively in the work of the Committee
in that spirit and with that hope and in-
tention. It would be a tragedy if that hope
were shattered and the function of the Com-
mittee destroyed by ill-considered action by
the Senate, under the illusion that the nulli-
ficatlon of a constructive understanding will
succeed in getting ships loaded with Amer-
ican wheat.

As regards charges by certain Senators that
the AFL—CIO is now blocking the consumma-
tion of hypothetical grain sale to the Soviet
Union, the allegations are false. Contrary
to reports that have appeared in some press
accounts, the AFL-CIO was not responsible
for the removal of language in the adminis-
tration farm bill which would have nullified
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a flag quota on wheat shipments. I know
of no such language and do not believe that
there ever was such language since it would
not be necessary to accomplish the purpose
if the administration saw fit to do so. The
AFL—-CIO was not, at any time, consulted in
the drafting of the farm bill and did not see
it, or any part of it, until its introduction
in Congress.

If there is any current desire on the part
of the Soviet Union to purchase wheat from
the United States on any terms I am not
aware of it. I have not discussed the pros-
pect with President Johnson or any other
officlals of the administration nor have my
views as to the desirability of such a trans-
actlon at this time been sought.

If my views as to the desirability of a
wheat sale to the Soviet Union should be
sought, they would be the same as those
which I expressed to President Kennedy in
1963. If the President should decide that
it is in the best interests of the United
States to pursue such a course, the AFL—-CIO
would support that decision, and we would
cooperate, if asked to do so, in attempting
to work out any reasonable new arrange-
ments which might be necessary to facllitate
it.

In so doing, however, we would argue that
the abandonment of the legitimate Interests
of the American merchant marine and of the
public interest in the merchant marine is
neither justified nor necessary to accomplish
this objective.

Seamen, as well as wheat farmers and the
stockholders of Cargill and Continental
Grain Co.'s must eat, and it is wholly unnec-
essary and destructive to attempt to drive
a wedge between the interests of farmers and
workers, as some now seek to do, to resolve
this issue in a manner fair to both. Seamen
face the same problem in competition in &
cheap world market, when standards are
below American levels, as wheat farmers do.
Both American ships and healthy American
farms are essential to the welfare of the
Nation, and neither American farmers nor
American sailors should be expected to re-
duce themselves to Hong Kong standards.

The American labor movement has long
supported every effort to bring income parity
and a better way of life to those who seek
a livelihood in agriculture.

The AFL-CIO has continuously supported
substantial Federal outlays to ralse farm
Income through the price-supporting loan
program, stockpiling and subsidized agri-
cultural commodity sales. In addition, we
have alded passage of Federal programs to
expand farm credit, help farm cooperatives,
conserve the soll, accelerate rural electrifica-
tion, insure crops against damage, and other
measures to improve rural education, health,
and housing. We have never complained of
the cost, though workers, including merchant
seamen, bear a full share of the tax bur-
den.

Taxpayer-supported ald to wheatgrowers,
to assure them a fair price for their product
and profitable sales at home and abroad,
has been substantial,

We have supported subsidies to assure
wheat price maintenance through the Gov-
ernment loan mechanism. We have support-
ed the various Government subsidies which
seek to increase wheat consumption both at
home and abroad. We have supported the
taxpayer-financed direct wheat export sub-
sldy which is necessary to bring wheat export
prices down to the world market level be-
cause other subsidized programs have suc-
ceeded in keeping the domestic wheat price
up.

According to the Department of Agricul-
ture, the total costs of operating U.S. Gov-
ernment wheat-related support activities In
fiscal 1964 exceeded $1.8 billion.

The export subsidy to commercial wheat
exporters 1s made necessary by the gap be-
tween the lower world market wheat price
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(at which American exporters must sell) and
the higher supported U.S. domestic price (at
which they must buy). This subsidy also
includes cost factors involved in transport-
ing the wheat to U.S. ports of exit. In fis-
cal 1964, the wheat export subsidy totaled
£97 million.

To describe the sale of wheat to the So-
viet Union, therefore, as a purely private
“commercial” transaction is highly inac-
curate and misleading.

I am informed that the Soviet Union pald
$140,200,000 to Continental Grain and Car-
gill, the two exporting companies that han-
dled the 1963-64 wheat transaction. This
was the price pald for dellvery at Soviet ports
and included the cost of partial delivery
on American ships. The direct U.8. tax-
supported export subsidy on the sale was
equal to 31 percent of the delivered price,
or about $43 million. This does not include,
of course, the pro rata indirect cost of other
U.8. subsidies involved in supporting the
price and sale of U.S. wheat.

This export subsidy was equal to about 66
cents on each of the 63 million bushels sold.
By way of contrast the additional cost of
transporting part of this wheat on American
ships averaged out to less than 8 cents per
bushel for the total shipment.

In face of the generous outlays by all of
the American people in behalf of the wel-
fare of wheatgrowers and exporters, contin-
ued consideration of the welfare of Ameri-
can maritime workers and of our national
security also would seem valid under a Gov-
ernment-subsidized and sponsored wheat ex-
port program,

It is the view of the AFL—CIO that, if the
Federal Government finds that a wheat sale
to the Soviet Union is possible and desirable,
the mutual problems and needs of both
wheatgrowers and maritime workers can be
accommodated. If the freight rate differ-
ential is, in fact, the only barrier to such a
transaction, and if its consummation is
deemed a matter of overriding national in-
terest, there are various ways in which the
problem can be approached which would re-
spect the legitimate interests of all parties
and would not entail the betrayal of one
vital segment of our economy by another.

The frelght differential might be absorbed
into the export subsidy as some of the costs
of rail shipment to U.S. ports now are. The
administration now has before it a proposal
from the Maritime Advisory Committee, sup-
ported by the unions, for a change in the
maritime subsidy program which would en-
able bulk carriers to compete at or near
world market freight rates so as to reduce or
ellminate any added cost to exporters or to
the farm program where American vessels
are used, whether in a shipment to the So-
viet Union or in the Public Law 480 program.

These and other alternative approaches
merit serious consideration and discussion.
Any effort to arbitrarily abolish or negate
U.S.-flag protection, without putting a better
plan or procedure in its place, can lead only
to the most harmful consequences.

The AFI—CIO is ready at any time to co-
operate fully in any effort to find a better
method of achieving the objective sought by
the 50-percent Amerlcan-flag requirement.
We are strongly opposed to any misguided
effort to resolve the lssue by the arbitrary
and ruthless elimination of that require-
ment.

Mr. BREWSTER. I should like to
make one closing comment, and I hope
a concise one. I am in complete agree-
ment with the position that we should
sell our food and fiber anywhere to im-
prove our balance-of-payments situa-
tion. I also vigorously support the posi-
tion that we should protect the U.S.
merchant marine.

I thank the Senator for yielding to me.

CXI——1478

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I re-
turn now to the amendment to the agri-
cultural bill which relates to the subject
of wheat.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, is the
Senator now leaving the debate on the
question of the restrictions imposed by
the Secretary of Commerce?

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes.

Mr. COOPER. Before the Senator
does so, will he yield to me for a question?

Mr. McGOVERN. 1Iyield.

Mr. COOPER. I supported the
amendment offered by the distinguished
Senator from South Dakota in the com-
mittee. Today, while listening to the
Senator from Colorado, I thought that
a question was brought into the debate
which does not bear specifically upon
the amendment. As I understand, the
Secretary of Commerce licenses private
trade to make commercial sales of wheat
or other agricultural products to Russia
or to other Communist countries.

Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator is en-
tirely correct.

Mr. COOPER. The purpose of the
Senator’s amendment is to provide that
in the event the Secretary of Commerce
issues licenses to the private trade for
commercial sales of wheat or other agri-
cultural products, he shall not impose
on those private commercial sales a con-
dition which is not imposed on other
commercial sales.

Mr. McGOVERN. That is exactly
correct. As the Senator from EKentucky
knows, there is no shipping restriction of
any kind on the sale of many industrial
commodities. All the amendment would
do is to ask that agricultural commodi-
ties be treated in the same way.

Mr, COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. McGOVERN. Iam happy to yield.

Mr. COOPER. I heard the distin-
guished Senator from Colorado speak a
few moments ago. I also read in the
Recorp the speech of the distinguished
Senator from Connecticut yesterday. It
seems to me that there has been raised
a question of policy as to whether the
United States should make sales of wheat
or agricultural products to Russia or
Communist countries. I believe that is
a separate question. Though there is a
relationship, it is a separate question.

When the question first came before
the Senate in 1963, when it was first pro-
posed to make commercial sales of wheat
to Russia, I opposed that initial sale and
upon the following grounds:

While I know there is no law which
forbids the sale of wheat or other agri-
cultural products to Russia or to what
are termed nonfriendly countries, it has
been the policy of the United States, as
expressed in a number of acts, particu-
larly acts relating to agriculture, and a
policy which has been adhered to, that
such sales should not be made.

The argument which I made in 1963—
and I believe that I was the first one
to speak on the subject on the floor of
the Senate—was to the effect that be-
cause such sales involved a measurable
change in policy, the question ought to
be submitted to the Congress by the
President as a change of policy, and con-
sidered by the Foreign Relations Com-
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mittee and by other affected committees,
so that there would be an expression of
either approval or disapproval by the
Congress as to this change of policy.

I think it is still a major question,
and I believe if it represents a continuing
and permanent change in our policy, it
should be so stated by the President of
the United States and should be debated
in the Congress and before the people.

That was my position then; it is my
position now. That being a question of
policy, I hold with the Senator that ex-
port of agricultural products should be
treated in the same way as are the com-
mercial sales of all other products.

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the Sena-
tor from Kentucky.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McGOVERN. Iyield.

TNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
wish to propound a unanimous-consent
request, which I believe has been cleared
with all interested parties.

I ask unanimous consent that begin-
ning at the conclusion of the prayer
on Monday next, that there be a time
limitation of 2 hours on each amend-
ment, 1 hour to be controlled by the pro-
poser of the amendment, and the other
hour to be controlled by the chairman
of the committee, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER],
or whomever he may designate, and that
there be 4 hours on the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the
time on the bill to be divided?

Mr, MANSFIELD. If is to be divided
equally between the majority and minor-
ity leaders or whomever they may des-
ignate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, would the
majority leader agree to make the time
on the bill 6 hours?

Mr. MANSFIELD. If the Senator
wishes.

Mr. ELLENDER. Not that the 6 hours
would be used, but as to some amend-
ments additional time may be necessary.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That will be sat-

isfactory.

Mr. President, I change the request to
6 hours on the bill.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr., MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. DIRKSEN. So that the debate
will not extend into Tuesday, if that can
be avoided, I thought there ought to be
a condition that debate on an amend-
ment should be germane to the amend-
ment, because if extraneous subjects were
brought up, I do not know when we
would be through.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is a reason-
able suggestion. The agreement should
provide for the usual germaneness of
amendments and we should remind all
Senators that the existing rules of the
Senate provide for germaneness of debate
during the first 3 hours of debate.

Mr. ELLENDER. I have no objection
to that.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, I should
like to have one thing understood. I am

-
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thinking of the so-called dairy amend-
ment, sponsored by Senators PROXMIRE,
MacNUsoN, and FuLsriceT. I should like
to make certain that there will be enough
time to clarify the meaning of their
amendment and its effect, before I agree
to the unanimous-consent proposal.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, that
is a reasonable suggestion. Six hours
under the bill should be enough. I
should be glad to yield time for that
purpose, because I want to have the pro-
posal clarified. I am receiving opposing
views on this subject and would like to
know where truth and equity lie.

Mr. AIKEN. The entry of the fore-
most advocate of oleo in the Senate
[Mr. FuLerIGHT] into the matter of how
to run a dairy program prompts me to
feel that perhaps it may take a little
longer time to get a full clarification.
I do not understand how the oleo peo-
ple happen to be undertaking to decide
what is good for the dairymen and the
butter producers. I notice the Senator
from Wisconsin in the Chamber. The
Senator from Washington is not in the
Chamber., I hope they will be prepared
to explain how it is that the oleo people
are willing to be so helpful in arranging
programs for the butter manufacturers.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana?

Mr. AIKEN. I would like to have an
answer to that one question.

Mr. McNAMARA. I have no intention
to object, but since Senators are mak-
ing claims for time, I should like to have
about 30 minutes to explain the “50-50"
shipping item in the bill. The Great
Lakes and the St. Lawrence Seaway are
having very bad results under this ar-
rangement.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator will
have the time.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I did not
hear the conditions.

Mr. MANSFIELD., There would be 6
hours on the bill.

Mr. JAVITS. Something was sald
about germaneness.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The amendments
that are offered will be germane. We
will stick to a discussion of the bill and
any germane amendments.

Mr, JAVITS. I do not feel free to go
along with that condition. Iam in agree-
ment with the leadership, but I do not
believe germaneness should be a condi-
tion. I believe the proposal as to time
is satisfactory. I do not believe there
should be included a condition that has
never been included before.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The idea was to
‘keep out extraneous subjects, so that we
would finish aection on the bill in time.
The provision is for germaneness of
amendments, which I might add is the
usual provision in our unanimous con-
sent. agreements. The rules of the Sen-
ate require germaneness of debate for
the first 3 hours of debate and our pro-
posed request is not intended to modify
that provision.

Mr. JAVITS. As to germaneness of
the amendments I did not want some
new condition about germaneness in-
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cluded in the consent agreement, as was
just stated.

Mr. MANSFIELD. No.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest? The Chair hears none, and the
request is agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD. This doesnot mean
there may not be votes this afternoon,
because amendments will be considered
having to do with the subject of wheat,
the use of American shipping on a 50-50
basis, and other matters. So I should
like the Senate to be on notice.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Will the distinguished
majority leader yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Gladly.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I suggested to the
majority leader this morning that two
Members of the Senate will be honored
tonight by the American Political Sci-
ence Association. It is a little affair
that starts reasonably early. I expressed
the hope there would be no rollealls
after, let us say, 5 o’clock in the after-
noon.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Very likely there
will be none, but we cannot give any
ironclad guarantees.

Mr. ELLENDER. Some amendments
may be considered as to which a record
vote will not be necessary.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is
correct.

Mr, ELLENDER. I hope we may have
votes on as many amendments as can
be considered this afternoon, especially
amendments to which there is no
objection.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. ELLENDER. I hope we may dis-
pose of as much of the bill as to which
there is no serious objection, as possible.

Mr. MANSFIELD. We are in agree-
ment.

Mr., MANSFIELD subsequently said:
Mr. President, complementing the
unanimous-consent request which the
Senate granted this afternoon, I wish to
make a further stipulation to the effect
that on the dairy amendment, if and
when it is offered, there be a time alloca-
tion of 1 hour, the time to be divided
equally between the proposer of the
amendment and the senior Senator from
Vermont [Mr. A1geN], the ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry.

Mr, ATKEN. I see no reason why the
proponents of the dairy amendment
could not explain its purpose and prob-
able effect in half an hour, if they can
do so at all. I assume that if 30 minutes
does not give them enough time to think
up the answers to the questions which
I shall ask, we would then be able to
take time on the bill itself before a vote
is taken on the amendment.

I expect to ask for a yea-and-nay vote
on the amendment.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator may
rest assured that he will have all the
time he needs on the bill in discussing
that amendment.

Mr., AIKEN. I believe the proponents
of the amendment can state their case
in one-half hour, if they can do it at all.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the unanimous-consent agree-
ment is amended as stated.

The unanimous-consent agreement, as
modified, and as reduced to writing, is
as follows:

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Ordered, That, effective on Monday Sep-
tember 183, 1985, after the prayer, during
the further consideration of the bill HR.
9811, an act to maintain farm income, to
stabllize prices and assure adequate sup-
plies of agricultural commeodities, to reduce
surpluses, lower Government costs, to afford
greater economic opportunity in rural areas,
and for other purposes (except the so-called
dairy amendment, if offered, on which de-
bate shall be limited to 1 hour to be equally
divided and controlled by the mover and the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. Aiken]) debate
on any amendment, motion, or appeal, except
a motion to lay on the table, shall be limited
to 2 hours, to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the mover of any such amend-
ment or motion and the Senator from
Louisiana [Mr, ELLENDER] : Provided, That in
the event the Senator from Louisiana is in
favor of any such amendment or motion, the
time in opposition thereto shall be con-
trolled by the minority leader or some Sen-
ator designated by him: Provided jfurther,
That no amendment that is not germane to
the provisions of the said bill shall be re-
celved.

Ordered jurther, That on the question of
the final pasage of the said bill debate shall
be limited to 6 hours, to be equally divided
and controlled, respectively, by the majority
and minority leaders: Provided, That the said
leaders, or either of them, may, from the time
under their control on the passage of the sald
bill, allot additional time to any Senator
during the consideration of any amendment,
motion, or appeal.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Dakota has the
floor.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President,
turning now to the wheat section of the
bill, I wish to express my appreciation
to the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
and to all the other members of that
committee for the careful consideration
that was given to the important prob-
lems of our wheat producers.

During the years that I have been
privileged to serve in Congress, I cannot
recall any time when any committee
went more carefully into an important
subject than our committee did with
reference to the problems of wheat.

The amendment that I am offering
this afternoon is an important one. It
changes the wheat section of the bill
in certain respects, yet all the efforts
with regard to this proposed amend-
ment are designed to accomplish the
objectives on which our committee
agreed.

I wish to pay particular respect to the
senior Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Young] for the special leadership he
provided in our committee on behalf of
all wheat producers.

The amendment now pending has been
cleared with the Senator from North
Dakota. He wishes to suggest certain
changes at a later time to further im-
prove the amendment, but the basic out-
line of the proposal has been cleared and
met with the approval of the Senator
from North Dakota, with the chairman
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of the committee, and with Senators on
both sides of the aisle.

I would like to think of this amend-
ment as one that is more in the nature
of a perfecting proposal rather than
one that changes radically the bill as
it emerged from committee.

The wheat title in the proposed
amendment sets forth the objective of
assuring producers not less than $1.90 a
bushel for their output. This was the
objective the Senator from North
Dakota incorporated in the bill as it
left the committee. My proposal is that
the Senate accept this objective.

I digress for a moment to say that
there are two or three little perfecting
changes. On page 3 it is proposed to
strike out the words on line 6, “The ob-
jective shall be to” and substitute in
lieu thereof “the Secretary shall”.
There are also two changes on pages 4
and 5 that do not change the substance
of the bill in any way.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the perfecting changes in the
amendment be accepted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is so modified.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the
modifications in the amendment now
pending before the Senate are presented
to strengthen the means of assuring
achievement of the income goals as
spelled out in the committee bill. To
make sure that the income objective is
reached, it might be well, in my opinion,
to put into the hands of the administra-
tor of the program—the Secretary of
Agriculture—all the tools and methods
that may be useful in strengthening farm
income and contributing to the efficient
operation of the program.

We know that our wheat producers
currently receive income from the mar-
ket, which is affected by the price sup-
port loan, and from the loan itself, from
both domestic and export marketing cer-
tificates, and from diversion payments.
There is a mix of those various tools
which make up the income our wheat

. farmers receive. Each source of that in-

come is important and may be important
in the future. Sometimes it is difficult
to project ahead as to which one is the
most valuable, or the exact combination
in which they should be used, but it is
my view that every one of those tools
should be made available to the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to achieve the income
goals spelled out by the committee in
the pending bill.

Thus, my first proposal is to modify
the wheat provisions of the bill so as to
permit the issuance of domestic and ex-
port marketing certificates to producers.

As the bill now stands, direct payments
to producers are permitted, but certif-
jcates are not. The certificate program
is now rather widely accepted, I believe.
It is operating well enough so that its
use in the future could very well be au-
thorized, particularly in view of the need
for variable export certificates, which I
shall describe next.

These variable export certificates are
the subject of the second modification
in the proposed amendment.
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The Senate bill provides that the
wheat loan rate will be set at about the
world price. However, it is often dif-
ficult to determine the world price and
to maintain the proper relationship be-
tween domestic and world prices with-
out excessive export subsidies. It is also
difficult to set the value of export mar-
ket certificates at one level for a whole
yvear without encountering some unde-
sirable results.

At present, export certificates have a
fixed value—30 cents. Exporters buy
them at that price regardless of the U.S.
market price of wheat, regardless of the
export price, and regardless of the
amount of the export subsidy.

If it turns out that the exporters pay
the Government more for export cer-
tificates than the Government pays out
in the form of export certificates issued
to producers and export subsidies to
exporters, then the Government is mak-
ing money on the export operation and
has no way to return it directly to
producers.

This shortcoming could be corrected
merely by providing a variable export
certificate which presents no real prob-
lem in administration. Under that
formula, any profit made by the Gov-
ernment on the export of wheat would
be available to help to carry out the
income objectives of this proposed leg-
islation; namely, to provide farmers
with a blend price of $1.90 on our wheat
output.

The value of the certificate would be
determined each day. It would be the
difference between the world price and
the U.S. price. Exporters would buy the
certificates to cover their operations,
when the U.S. price is lower than the
world price and would receive refunds
when the U.S. price is higher than the
world price. The Government would
operate a certificate pool, and any money
in the pool at the end of the year would
be paid to producers on a pro rata basis.

Thus, any profit made by the Govern-
ment on exports of wheat would be
available to help carry out the income
objective of this legislation.

Under the present certificate program,
exports are moving well. In the first 2
months of this marketing year, dollar
sales of wheat for export were nearly
four times the amount sold for export in
the same period a year ago. Export sub-
sidies after deduction of the 30-cent cer-
tificate value are currently ranging
from a net of 24 cents down to a minus 4
cents, depending on the class of wheat
and the port. The point is that our
wheat is being priced competitively with
the aid of certificates, and our wheat is
moving out to world markets with rela-
tively little subsidy from the U.S. Treas-
ury. This strengthens our negotiating
position with other countries, which of
course are always critical export compe-
tition heavily backed by subsidies of the
United States Treasury. We would do
well to keep the present program method
available to help us move wheat and to
help us maintain the wheat farmer’s in-
come, Without this modification to the
wheat section of the bill, all export wheat
would be supported by payments out of
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the Treasury along with wheat for
domestic use, and this type of operation
leads to difficulties in our trade negoti-
ations and other relations with friendly
countries. The variable export certifi-
cates would improve our ability to com-
pete for world markets within trading
rules that are acceptable to all competing
countries.

My third and final suggestion, as in-
corporated in the pending amendment,
is to safeguard the farmer’'s opportunity
to substitute acreages of wheat and feed
grains freely in the wheat and feed grain
programs. The substitution provision is
very popular among farmers because it
enables them to use their land for the
crops to which it is best adapted and
which seem to offer the best chance for
profit. A wheat farmer who does not do
very well with corn can plant wheat on
the acres that are eligible for corn in the
feed grain program. And the corn-
grower who has little use for wheat can
plant corn on acres allotted to wheat in
the wheat program.

This substitution or interchange can
take place only when the wheat and feed
grain programs are kept in proper rela-
tionships. The price support loan rates
for wheat and feed grains must be closely
related. Otherwise, the corngrower will
have to grow wheat that he does not care
to grow, and the wheat producer will
have to produce corn or grain sorghum.
We can keep the substitution opportu-
nity open by instructing the adminis-
tration, as this amendment does—in set-
ting wheat loan rates—to take into con-
sideration the world price of wheat and
the relative feeding value of wheat.
That amendment, in other words, would
protect the feed value of wheat, which
is important to our wheat producers and
to the agricultural economy. The
amendment I offer would insert language
to this effect and thus make it clear that
Congress wishes to maintain the legisla-
tive basis for the substitution provision.

Mr. President, with the few modifica-
tions to which I have referred, together
with those which may be submitted by
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Youncl, we believe that the income ob-
jectives of the pending legislation can be
achieved. The Secretary of Agriculture
will have a full kit of tools and methods
in order to adapt the program to chang-
ing conditions over the 4-year life of the
act. The Nation will have the benefit of
a wheat program which carries out a
definite income objective, while permit-
ting our abundant wheat supplies to go
into use both at home and abroad—not
into expensive, dead storage.

The proposal on wheat which I have
suggested will add $400 million in income
to our wheat producers for each of the
next 4 years. It guarantees 100 percent
of parity on domestic wheat sales.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator from South
Dakota yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MoN-
pALE in the chair). Does the Senator
from South Dakota yield to the Senator
from North Dakota?

Mr. McGOVERN. I am happy #to
yield.
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Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. First,
I wish to thank my friend, the Senator
from South Dakota, for his kind com-
ments in reference to my work on this
wheat legislation. I am happy to point
out that it was the Senator from South
Dakota who was the author of the pres-
ent voluntary wheat certificate legisla-
tion, after the defeat of the compulsory
wheat program in the producer referen-
dum some 2 years ago.

I believe that the amendments which
the Senator from South Dakota is offer-
ing are satisfactory. In some respects,
they will make the program more com-
plicated, but I understand that the De-
partment of Agriculture feels that most,
if not all, of these changes are necessary,
and I am willing to accept them.

There is one point, however, that is
most important, which I should like to
have clarified.

I am sure that the Senator from South
Dakota agrees that the most important
part of the wheat section is that which
provides for a guaranteed minimum price
support of $1.90 a bushel.

The bill which came from the commit-
tee, and it was my amendment, reads,
on page 68, line 18, as follows:

Additional price support for wheat shall
be made available through payments in such
amount as (i) will bring the total amount of
price support made available under this sec-
tion up to a level not In excess of 100 per
centum of the parity price for wheat and
not less than $1.90 per bushel.

The language which came from the
Department of Agriculture, and which
language I believe the Department is
pressing, seems to change this in a very
important way. It reads, on page 3, un-
der section 2, of the amendment as fol-
lows:

In establishing the level of price support
pursuant to paragraph (1) and in establish-
ing the rates of diversion payments for di-
verting acreage under subsection (a) of sec-
tlon 339, the objective shall be to assure a
total amount of returns to producers, in-
cluding any proceeds from export marketing
certificates, at a level not less than $1.90 per
bushel.

I believe that the amendment is wrong
in that it includes all producer returns.
That could mean that premiums a
farmer might receive for high quality
wheat when sold on a cash market would
be included in this computation.

It would establish a very complicated
and unacceptable procedure. I do not
believe that this was the intent of the
committee. I am sure that it is not the
iélotgxt of the Senator from South Da-

I have some language to suggest which
will cover this. This has been prepared
by the Agriculture Committee staff. It
may be subject to some technical
changes. However, I believe that it
would accomplish what we want to do.
The language reads:

The level of price support pursuant to
paragraph (1)(&) multiplied by the num-
ber of bushels for which domestic marketing
certificates are I.ssued to producers, plus the
level of price support pursuant to paragraph
(1) (b) multiplied by the number of bushels
of wheat for which domestic marketing cer-
tificates are not lssued, plus diversion pay-
ments for diverting acreage under subsec-
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tion (a) of section 339, plus the proceeds
from export marketing certificates shall,
when averaged over the projected yield of the
national average allotment, be not less than
$1.90 per bushel.

While it may be subject to some tech-
nical changes, this is what we need, I
believe, to accomplish what we set out to
do in the committee.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the
Senator from North Dakota is truly an
expert in this field of wheat legislation.
He is a wheat farmer himself.

As I understand the language the Sen-
ator has just read, it would firm up and
spell out in greater detail exactly what
we are trying to accomplish in this legis-
lation. As the Senator states, it is in-
tended to assure the farmers of full parity
on their domestic production so that
when blended with the export wheat, we
would end with a total blend price of not
less than $1.90 a bushel.

1 believe that the language which the
Senator from North Dakota has proposed
makes good sense and that it should be
incorporated in my amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Does
the Senator from South Dakota accept
this language?

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
modify my amendment to incorporate
the language suggested by the Senator
from North Dakota.

I yield to the Senator from EKansas.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate very much the kindness of the
distinguished Senator from South Da-
kota in accepting the language submitted
by the Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Younc].

I believe that this language clarifies
the amendment. I believe that both Sen-
ators are probably trying to accomplish
the same purpose.

The language that has been submitted
would definitely assure the $1.90 a bushel
price for wheat, regardless of protein
content or any of the other items that
enter into the cost on the farm.

The Senator from North Dakota had
a good point. If we must analyze every
phase that enters into the cost, it would
be such a complicated piece of legisla-
tion that it would not be operative.

This is a very worthy suggestion. I
appreciate very much the acceptance by
the Senator from South Dakota of this
modification to his amendments. I be-
lieve it will be most helpful.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, the sole objective of the modi-
fication is to assure the farmer a mini-
mum blended price support of $1.90 a
bushel.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
appreciate the efforts of the Senator to
make sure that that language is con-
tained in the bill. It is comforting to
have the words of reassurance from the
Senator from Kansas [Mr. CarLsoN].

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from Louisiana.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, the
section entailed a great deal of dis-
cussion. It was discussed pro and con
for some time. The committee desired
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more or less to guarantee to the wheat
farmers a minimum sum a bushel.

It will be recalled that the administra-
tion sent up wheat provisions under
which the consumer would have paid a
larger part of the cost of this program.
There was such opposition in the House
to raising the cost to the consumer that
the House amended the administration
bill to keep the amount paid by the con-
sumer at the same level as in the past.

The objective of the House was to at-
tain a blended support price of at least
$1.81 a bushel. Pursuant to that objec-
tive, I suggested a method to attain that
goal. The Senator from North Dakota
had a different proposal that would in-
crease that goal from $1.81 to $1.90. The
committee considered this proposal at
length and finally agreed to it. There
was no opposition.

As I understand the amendment that
is now being proposed, the same goal
that is provided for in the bill would be
attained through a different method
without any further cost to the Govern-
ment. The blend price will not be less
than $1.90. We are trying to reach the
same goal for the producer of wheat.
The only difference is in the method of
attainment.

I understand that one of the amend-
ments which has been added would pro-
vide for obtaining a part of the $1.90 a
bushel through diversion payments on
the diversion required as a result of re-
ducing the national acreage allotment
below 55 million acres.

Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. ELLENDER. That is really the
essential difference between the two
plans. As I understand the situation,
the program more or less would retain
and maintain the certificate program
which was worked on a few years ago,
but by counting the diversion payments
just mentioned and returns from a vari-
able export certificate, as well as the sup-
port price, is designed to give the pro-
ducer a blended return of $1.90 per
bushel.

Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. ELLENDER. As I understand, the
amendment, as modified, changes the
Frhea.t provisions of the bill to provide
or:

First. The issuance of domestic mar-
keting certificates to producers.

Second. Price support for wheat ac-
companied by domestic marketing cer-
tificates at as near parity as practicable,
but not less than $2.50 per bushel.

Third. Price support for noncertificate
wheat at a level not more than parity,
determined after consideration of com-
petitive world prices of wheat, feed value
in relation to feed grains and the feed
grain price support level.

Fourth. A total return to producers of
not less than $1.90 per bushel from first,
support prices; second, payments on the
diversion required as a result of reduc-
ing the allotment below 55 million acres;
and third, proceeds from a new type of
export marketing certificate.

Fifth. An export marketing certificate
which would be sold to exporters at an
amount determined on a dally basis
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which would make U.S. wheat and flour
competitive without disrupting world
p :

Sixth. Issuance of export marketing
certificates to producers at the end of
the marketing year on a pro rata basis.
The value of such certificates would be
based on the total amount received from
exporters less the total amount of wheat
export subsidies paid to exporters.

The maximum cost of certificates to
processors would, as in the committee
bill, be not more than the difference be-
tween the loan level and $2 for 1966, with
discretionary authority in the Secretary
to increase it up to the difference be-
tween the loan level and parity in sub-
sequent years if bread prices rose.

The amendment also strikes out the
provision in the committee bill which
would have permitted the Secretary to
suspend the requirement that processors
acquire certificates.

Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, as
chairman of the committee, I had a full
discussion on the matter before the com-
mittee and went into every phase of
these payments. I have no objection to
agreeing to the amendment.

Mr. McGOVERN. Again I express
appreciation to the chairman of the
committee for his consideration through-
out the hearings, not only on the wheat
section, but on other complex sections
of the legislation. No one could have
possibly been more thoughtful and con-
siderate toward the other members of
the committee than was our chairman,
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLEN-
pEr]l. So I very much appreciate his
support of the proposed amendment.

Mr. President, if there are no further
comments, I move the adoption of the
amendment of the Senafor from South
Dakota [Mr. McGovern], as modified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment, as modified.

The amendment (No. 437), as modified,
was agreed to, as follows:

On page 64, line 12, after the period, add
the following: “Whenever a wheat marketing
allocation program is in effect for any mar-
keting year the Secretary shall determine (1)
the wheat marketing allocation for such year
which shall be the amount of wheat he esti-
mates will be used during such year for food
products for consumption in the United
States, and (2) the national allocation per-
centage for such year which shall be the
percentage which the national marketing
allocation is of the amount of the national
marketing quota for wheat that would be
determined for such marketing year if a
national marketing quota for such year had
been proclaimed less the expected production
on the acreage allotments for farms which
will not be in compliance with the require-
ments of the program. Each farm shall re-
celve a wheat marketing allocation for such
marketing year equal to the number of
bushels obtained by multiplying the number
of acres In the farm acreage allotment for
wheat by the projected farm yleld, and mul-
tiplying the resulting number of bushels
by the national allocation percentage.”

On page 68, strike out lines 10 through
17, and substitute the following:

*“(1) (a) price support for wheat accom-
panied by domestic certificates shall be at
100 per centum of the parity price or as
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near thereto as the Secretary determines
practicable, but in no event less than $2.50
per bushel, (b) price support for wheat not
accompanied by marketing certificates shall
be at such level, not in excess of the parity
price therefor, as the Secretary determines
appropriate taking into consideration com-
petitive world prices of wheat, the feeding
value of wheat in relation to feed grains,
and the level at which price support is made
available for feed grains.”

On page 68, beginning with line 18, strike
out down through line 21 on page 69 and
substitute the following:

*(2) The level of price support pursuant
to paragraph (1) (a) multiplied by the num-
ber of bushels for which domestic market-
ing certificates are issued to producers, plus
the level of price support pursuant to para-
graph (1) (b) multiplied by the number of
bushels of wheat for which domestic mar-
keting certificates are not issued, plus diver-
sion payments for diverting acreage under
subsection (a) of section 339, plus the pro-
ceeds from export marketing certificates
shall, when averaged over the projected yield
of the national acreage allotment, be not
less than $1.90 per bushel.”

On page 67, beginning with line 9, strike
out down through line 4 on page 68 and sub-
stitute the following:

“(f) Section 379%e of such Act 1s amended
by adding at the end thereof the following:
‘Notwithstanding any other provision of this
Act, Commodity Credit Corportion shall sell
marketing certificates for the marketing
years for the 1966 through the 1969 wheat
crops to persons engaged in the processing of
food products at the face value thereof less
any amount by which price support for
wheat accompanied by domestic marketing
certificates exceeds $2 per bushel; except that
if the Secretary determines that the average
price of bread in the United States has in-
creased following enactment of the Food and
Agriculture Act of 19656 and prior to the
beginning of such marketing year, the Secre-
tary may increase such price to an amount
not exceeding the face value of such certifi-
cates. The exception contained in the pre-
ceding sentence shall not be applicable to
the marketing year for the 1966 crop.’”

On page 72, after line 26, insert the fol-
lowing:

“(2) Amendment (13) of section 202 is
amended by striking out ‘only with respect
to the crop planted for harvest in the cal-
endar year 1965' and substituting ‘with re-
spect to the crops planted for harvest in the
calendar years 1965 through 1969".”

On page 65, strike out lines 12 through 23.

On page 72, beginning on line 24 change
the semicolon to a period, and strike out
down through line 25.

On page 63, lines 8 to 10, strike out “by
striking out ‘not accompanied by marketing
certificates,” and substituting ‘under section
}g‘;’g}) of the Agricultural Act of 1949," and

On page 75, between lines 16 and 17, in-
sert the following:

“Section 378d(b) 1s amended by striking
out the second sentence and substituting the
following: ‘The cost of the export marketing
certificates per bushel to the exporter shall
be that amount determined by the Secretary
on a dally basis which would make United
States wheat and wheat flour generally com~
petitive in the world market, avold disrup-
tlon of world market prices, and fulfill the
international obligations of the TUnited
Btates.’

“Section 379c(a) 1s amended by striking
out everything in the next to the last sen-
tence beginning with the words ‘United
States’ and substituting the following:
‘United States. The Secretary shall also pro-
vide for the issuance of export marketing
certificates to eligible producers at the end
of the marketing year on a pro rata basis.
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For such purposes, the value per bushel
of export marketing certificates shall be an
average of the total net proceeds from the
sale of export marketing certificates during
the marketing year after deducting the total
amount of wheat export subsidies paid to
exporters.’

“Section 379¢c(c) is amended by striking
out ‘and the face value per bushel of ex-
port certificates shall be the amount by
which the level of price support for wheat
accompanied by export certificates exceeds
'Ewlrlge;ei:el" of price support for noncertificate

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, I move to reconsider the vote
by which the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move to lay that motion on the table,

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, in
the Washington Daily News of Thursday,
September 9, 1965, there appeared an
article written by Mr. John Herling,
commenting on what is known as sec-
tion 703 of the Food and Agriculture Act
as recommended by the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, which sets
forth certain figures on the cost of wheat,
designed to indicate that the U.S. 50~
percent shipping requirement is not a
factor in the sale of American wheat, I
was surprised to read these figures, be-
cause I had never heard them before. I
checked them carefully with the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, agricultural
service, and find on proper analysis, that
they prove the point of those of us who
have charged that this restriction pre-
vents the sale of American wheat rather
than improves it.

I ask unanimous consent that the
article by Mr. Herling, together with my
analysis with respect to it, be printed in
the Recorp at this point.

There belng no objection, the article
and analysls were ordered to be printed
in the REcorbp, as follows:

SoviErT WHEAT RHUBARB
(By John Herling)

A great storm has been whipped up in the
Wheat Belt over the alleged bullheadedness
of the American maritime unions on the
subject of wheat shipments to the Sovlet
Union. vi

According to some farm State Senators,
notably Senators GEorce McGoOVERN, Demo-
crat, of South Dakota, and WALTER MONDALE,
Democrat, of Minnesota, more than a quarter
billion bushels could be sold to the Soviet
Union were 1t not for the blocking tactics of
the American labor movement.

It appears that the American unions insist
on sticking to the agreement brought about
in 1963 by President Kennedy and nailed
down under President Johnson. This calls
for the export of U.S. wheat on a 50-50 ship-
ment basis: at least half to go in U.S, ships
and the rest in forelgn-flag ships.

Because of the superior wage scales and
employment conditions on U.S. ships, U.8.
shipping costs are higher than those charged
by foreign-flag ships. While U.S. unions
would be ready to ship wheat abroad, they
believe that it should not be done at the ex-
pense of hard-won U.S. living and working
standards. They also maintain that ship-
ment of more than 50 percent grain in for-
elgn-flag ships could prove another blow to
the diminishing U.S. maritime industry.

In the meantime Senators McGovern and
MonNDALE have introduced an amendment to
the farm bill which calls for the relaxation
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of the foreign-flag restrictions as applied to
wheat shipments.

Union spokesmen express puzzlement not
80 much about the concern of farm State
Senators for their constituents which they
regard as natural—but about the nature of
the attack on the labor position.

First of all, say the AFL-CIO spokesmen,
the issue here is not the sale of wheat but
the size of the profit which the Continental
and the Cargill grain companies want to
make on the export deal. Already the Rus-
sians have bought from Canada for $2.21 a
bushel the same quality of grain which the
exporters can buy in Galveston for $1.74.
With an export subsldy of 50 cents a bushel,
this brings the cost down to $1.24. At this
point a serles of charges are added: 3 cents a
bushel for loading, 54 cents a bushel for
U.S.-flag ships and 30 cents for an export
certificate—which brings the export price
up to $2.11 a bushel, as compared with
the $2.21 pald by the U.8.8.R. for Canadian
wheat. Even If all the wheat were shipped in
U.8. vessels, the wheat exporters would still
be making a good profit. If the wheat is
shipped 50-50 between foreign-flag ships and
U.S. ships, under the KEennedy-Johnson
agreement, the wheat exporters would be
making a handsome $41 million profit. But
if the agreement were scrapped and the
wheat were shipped in forelgn-flag ships
alone, the export companies would harvest
a $60 million profit.

At the same time, the AFL—CIO spokesmen
declare the unions are not arbitrary or in-
fiexible on the whole issue. But so far, they
say—contrary to the impression created by
a spate of stories on the subject—neither
President Johnson, Vice Presldent Hum-
PHREY, Commerce Connor, Labor
Secretary Wirtz, Agriculture Secretary Free-
man, or even the Senators involved, have
talked to AFL~CIO President George Meany.
Nor, says the AFL-CIO, has any proposition
been placed before the Maritime Advisory
Committee, which was set up in 1964 to han-
dle such problems, following a similar crisls
on wheat shipments.

ANALYSIS

In yestérday’s Washington Dally News, a
column by John Herling puts forward the
dubious thesis that the Amerlcan bottoms
requirement is not preventing wheat sales
to Russia at all.. The author quotes some
figures which, he argues, show that even if
all our grain were shipped in American ves-
sels to Russia, our wheat exporters could
still make a sizable profit at existing prices.

Uniortunately, the figures Herling uses are
simply inaccurate. He quotes the price of
$2.21 a bushel pald by the Russians for
wheat they bought In Canada, and argues
that, using U.S.-flag ships, we could sell
wheat abroad for $2.11 a bushel. Unfortu-
nately, he apparently does not realize that
the $2.21 price he uses for Canadian wheat
is really a price in Canadian dollars. At the
August 12 exchange rate of 92.78, this would
translate to a price of roughly $2.06 in
U.8. dollars. This means that the relevant
comparison is between $2.06 a bushel for
Canadian wheat, and $2.11 a bushel for
American wheat in American bottoms.

Mr. Herling's article also demonstrates

some other unfortunate misunderstandings.
He writes as though the issue concerns all of
American wheat shipments abroad, or all of
American cash wheat sales. In fact, no one
is gquestioning the 50-percent bottoms re-
quirement for Public Law 480 grain sales,
and there has never been a 50-percent
restriction on commerclal sales to countries
other than those iln the Soviet bloc.

I think it is important to get the real facts
here. The latest Forelgn Agricultural Serv-
ice figures estimate that the No, 3 Manitoba
wheat sold by Canada to the Russlans has a
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delivered price, at Odessa, of $76.82 a metric
ton. The comparable American grade is No.
1 Heavy Northern Spring, 15-percent protein.
This wheat, on September 1, 1965, had a
delivered price, at Odessa, of $79.12 a ton,
when sent 50 percent in American bottoms.

Latest Department of Agriculture esti-
mates indicate that the extra cost per ton
of sending wheat in 50 percent American
bottoms is about §3.

If we subtract this from the present de-
livered price of American wheat to Odessa,
$70.12, we can conclude that, if it were not
for the American bottoms requirement, we
could supply wheat to the Russians at Odes~
sa for $76.12, about 70 cents less than the
Russians are paying the Canadians for equiv-
alent wheat.

It seems to be alleged in Mr. Herling's ar-
ticle that the high present American price—
$79.12 a ton delivered at Odessa in 50 percent
American bottoms—includes excessive profits
for the American wheat export companies,
and that they could afford to provide wheat
at much lower cost. I do not believe there
is very much substance to this argument.
Wheat exporting is a very competitive busi-
ness, and this fact tends to drive profits
down. According to exports in the Grain
Division of the Foreign Agricultural Service,
a profit of $1 per ton is a very good one on
such large scale sales, and such sales are
often made on profits very much smaller
than this, even less than 25 cents a ton.

Thus any claim that the difference between
the present delivered prices of comparable
American and Canadian wheat—roughly $2.30
a ton—is due to profit margins of wheat
exporters simply does not make very much
sense. :

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President,
much has been said today—both for and
against the requirement that 50 percent
of the wheat shipments authorized un-
der this act must go in American bot-
toms. What concerns me is the fact that
little if anything has been said concern-
ing the obligations of the American mer-
chant marine.

A substantial number of our shipping
lines receive Government operating sub-
sidies—the purpose being to enable the
American flags with their higher operat-
ing costs to compete with the foreign
flag lines. The theory behind such a
program is excellent. - However, the ac-
tual experience is much more sobering.

The experiences which I have in
mind relate specifically to the Great
Lakes and the St. Lawrence Seaway, and
may be unique to this area.

However, as this Great Lakes area
comprises the heartland of American
manufacturing and farming, as well as
being one of the largest taxpaying areas
of our country, I firmly believe that it is
entitled to fair and equal treatment,
especially by those shipping lines re-
ceiving Government operating subsidies.
The opposite, I am sad to say, is true.

The St. Lawrence Seaway owes much
of its remarkable progress thus far to
the efforts of the foreign-flag shipping
lines who have been primarily respon-
sible for the development of this fourth
seacoast.

It seems that the American-flag lines,
knowing they automatically must re-
ceive 100 percent of military cargoes and
50 percent of all other cargoes shipped
under Government programs, are satis-
fied to wait and, therefore, force the
cargoes to come fo them at tidewater
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ports of their choosing. Many of these
lines, I might add, are subsidized.

In theory, it should be cheaper to ship
directly to Europe from the Great Lakes
area where products are manufactured
rather than transport those products
overland to tidewater ports and then
ship them to Europe.

But because the American-flag lines
have jacked up the Great Lakes to Eu-
rope freight rates so high on eargoes with
military potential, direct shipments from
Great Lakes ports to European destina-
tions have been virtually eliminated.

As I said earlier, the Federal Govern-
ment pays subsidies to U.S.-flag lines to
enable them to compete with foreign-
flag lines. But in the case of the Great
Lakes this purpose has not been realized.

For example, on military-type items
being shipped to Europe, the ocean rates
from tidewater ports for all lines, foreign
and domestic, and the foreign-flag lines
rates from the Great Lakes to Europe,
are almost identical.

But American-flag line rates from the
lake ports to Europe, despite the Federal
subsidy, are 65 percent higher than via
foreign-flag ships. This same situation
generally holds true for most other car-
goes originating in the Great Lakes area.

Under the law, 100 percent of military
cargoes must be shipped in American
bottoms. However, military cargoes
shipped from Great Lakes ports have
dropped from a high of 151,000 measure-
ment tons in 1962 to an estimated low
%is year of only 45,000 measurement

ns,

What is the reason for this?

Well, when it comes time to ship these
military products manufactured in the
Great Lakes area, as required by law in
American bottoms, American ships mys-
teriously just are not available at Great
Lakes ports. And so the cargoes must
be transported overland, at greater cost,
to tidewater ports, where American line
ships are available to carry them,

However, in this instance, the Defense
Department must share an equal portion
of the blame,

For example, in 1964, 89.5 percent of
all military cargoes carried on ships char-
tered by the Defense Department came
from the Great Lakes area, but were ac-
tually shipped via tidewater ports.

This action is contrary to a study made
by the Defense Department in 1961 in
which the use of controlled ships was rec-
ommended to take advantage of the lower
landed costs via lake ports.

Whatever the outcome of the vote on
section 703, I firmly believe that serious
consideration should be given by the Sen-
ate toward taking whatever action it
deems necessary to insure that the Gov-
ernment is getting a fair and just return
for its subsidy dollar.

This should include, I believe, a study
into the current method of subsidy pay-
ments. Further, it should result in the
development of a method whereby all
areas of the country would share in the
benefits of the American-flag line sub-
sidies, for which we all pay.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
have been giving some thought to section
703, about which there has been discus-
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sion on the floor of the Senate on yes-
terday and today. May I say, in all
frankness, that I am in favor of the pro-
posal advanced by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Minnesota [Mr. MONDALE],
the distinguished Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. McGoverN], and others,
and I am delighted we have had this
chance to discuss the matter out in the
open so a better understanding could
better be achieved.

I do not feel wheat should be penalized
at the expense of every other commodity.
If we are going to penalize wheat, why
do we not penalize all the other com-
modities which are sent abroad with-
out any of the burdens and drawbacks
that are applicable in the case of wheat?

In other words, I join with my col-
leagues from the wheat-producing States
in saying all we want is the same kind
of fair deal for wheat that other com-
modities are given when they are sold
overseas.

I am aware of the fact, as are other
Senators, that some days ago a resolu-
tion was introduced by the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. McGoverNn] and the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON],
seeking to investigate an additional
ramification of this existing requirement
with respect to the shipments of wheat
abroad. That resolution is now in the
Committee on Foreign Relations. Just
today I had a talk with the distinguished
acting chairman of that committee, the
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN].
He told me hearings had been scheduled
on the McGovern-Symington resolution
for Monday next.

Therefore, if Senators would agree, and
most especially those from the same area
that I come from, the wheat-producing
area, I would like at this time, on my
own initiative, because of the fact that
a hearing will be held on Monday and
the resolution will in all likelihood be
reported out—I repeat, on my own re-
sponsibility at this time, even though I
favor it—to move to strike section 703.
I am of the opinion that the Committee
on Foreign Relations will agree that the
existing policy is unwise and when the
resolution returns to this Chamber for
consideration, we will have the benefit
of the considered judgment not only of
the Committee on Agriculture but also
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. MONDALE, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am delighted to
yield.

Mr. MONDALE. I believe the discus-
sion and debate that have been engen-
dered by section 703, and as contained in
the committee report, have already been
most useful in creating a broader public
understanding of what is involved. The
section was unanimously approved by
the Agriculture Committee——

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MONDALE. 1Iyield.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Iam delighted the
Senator has emphasized the fact that
section 703 was unanimously approved
by the Senate Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry. When the matter is in-
vestigated thoroughly the wisdom of the
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proposal by the distinguished Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. MonpaLE] is clear.

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator
very much. I think it is significant, in
terms of expressing the unanimous feel-
ing, that after a substantial discussion of
the committee, it was felt that the 50-
percent limitation was very unfair to the
agriculture economy, denied improve-
ment in the international balance-of-
payments situation, and did not hurt the
Communist bloc in any way, shape, or
form whatever. It simply gives us 50
percent of nothing.

Since the discussion on this matter has
come up time and time again, there has
come to attention the existence of a
memorandum from the legal section of
the State Department indieating that 30
existing laws are probably being violated
in principle by the 50 percent American
bottom requirement. In line with that,
the hearings by the Foreign Relations
Committee, set for next Monday, on the
resolution by the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. SymincToN] and the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. McGoveRN], are well
in order.

I am 100 percent enthusiastically in
favor of section 703, but in line with that
information, and because further infor-
mation will strengthen that view, I there-
fore do not oppose the motion,

Mr. MANSFIELD. I appreciate the
understanding shown by the distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota. I
know how much this means to him, and
how interested he is in this particular
section. I have discussed with him the
value of adding the consideration and
deliberations of the Foreign Relations
Committee to the existing arguments so
ably developed and articulated by him,

I note that since we started the col-
loquy the distinguished acting chairman
of the Foreign Relations Committee has
returned to the floor. I wish to repeat,
so he may either confirm or deny the
statement I made, that it had been his
intention to hold hearings on the Mc-
Govern-Symington resolution on Mon-
day next in the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Iyleld.

Mr. SPAREMAN. What the distin-
guished majority leader has said is cor-
rect, BEarlier today I had discussed with
the staff director of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee our agenda for Mon-
day’s meeting. This resolution was in-
cluded. This was the first I knew of the
move to strike the section out. We will
proceed as expeditiously as possible,

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, as
was stated by the distinguished majority
leader, as well as the distinguished Sen-
ator from Minnesota [Mr. MonpALE] the
proposal that is included in section 703
was adopted by the committee unani-
mously. Although I am somewhat dis-
appointed that it should be abandoned
and referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations, there is yet a possibility

23443

that the Foreign Relations Committee
may take a little stronger action than we
did, because section 703 simply states
that it is the sense of Congress that such
and such be done

All this came about, Mr. President,
when the late President John F. Kennedy
agreed to sell wheat to Russia. One of
the conditions he imposed by Executive
order was that at least 50 percent of the
wheat sold to Russia be shipped in Amer-
ican vessels.

There is no law at all on the statute
books with respect to that problem. As
the majority leader has stated, why
should we restrict the shipment of wheat
when, as a matter of fact, there is no re-
striction whatever on any other com-
modity sent abroad to countries who de-
sire to buy from us?

I am hopeful that if the Committee on
Foreign Relations takes up this matter,
they will come in with something of sub-
stance upon which the Senate may act as
quickly as possible.

I think we have sufficient protection in
the law at present, as regards the ship-
ment of wheat and other surplus com-
modities, under the Public Law 480 pro-
gram. That restriction has been with
us for a long time, and since that wheat
is more or less used to effectuate our for-
elgn policy, there has never been any se-
rious objection to the requirement of
50-50 shipment in American bottoms un-
der Public Law 480.

But in relation to the sale of other
commodities which we sell for dollars in
the regular course of trade, to impose
restrictions on wheat—or in fact on any
commodity—I think is wrong, no matter
to whom the commodity is sold. All com-
modities should be freated similarly. I
again express the hope that if, as and
when the Foreign Relations Committee
deals with the subject, it does not put it
in the sense of Congress, but makes it
legal.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I shall
certainly not oppose the motion made
by the distinguished majority leader [Mr.
MansrIELD] in regard to removing sec-
tion 703. s

I, too, am somewhat disappointed that
we do not get action immediately, but
on the other hand, I am a member of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, as
is the distinguished Senator from Mon-
tana. Our ranking majority member
on the committee, the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. SpaAREMAN] has just stated
that the committee will begin hearings
Monday.

This is an issue upon which we should
get action, and I sincerely hope we can
get action this session of Congress. I
realize that any action coming from the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee in
the form of a resolution would probably
not only have to pass this body, but the
other body on the other side of the Capi-
tol, in order to become law. But it is a
matter that should be resolved, and I
hope we can get early action.

For that reason, I shall certainly not
oppose the removal of the section, but
sincerely hope for early action on some
such resolution.
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Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I
wish to express my appreciation to the
Senator from Montana for the action he
has taken. I think it points up the
degree of interrelationship which seems
to exist—and sometimes it is unfortu-
nate—between the State Department and
the Department of Agriculture.

It strikes me that since this issue af-
fects so many different branches of our
Government and so many facets of our
foreign relations, nothing could be better
than to get it before the Committee on
Foreign Relations, so that they may
consider it at some length. I am happy
to support the motion.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
simply wish to state that I subscribe
completely to the views of the Senator
from Montana, the ed major-
ity leader, and with those of the Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], the
chairman of our committee, and the
others who have spoken.

I think the route now proposed is the
most practical one for us to take. The
case has been made on the Senate floor,
it seems to me, in a very compelling
fashion. There seems to be some indi-
cation that on the administration side,
in maritime circles, and elsewhere, there
is willingness to take a careful and
thoughtful look at this restriction, which
is helping no one and hurting many parts
of our economy, and which may in fact
be in open violation of some of our sacred
treaty obligations.

It is to that latter question that my
resolution which will be heard before the
Foreign Relations Committee on Monday
is directed.

So I am happy to support the motion
of the distinguished majority leader.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Montana.

The amendment to the committee
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. . I ask unanimous
consent that the Senate reconsider the
vote by which the amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, Imove
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO, 428

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 428.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to state
the amendment.

Mr, CARLSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment will be printed in the Recorp at this
point.

The amendment ordered to be printed
in the Recorp is as follows:

On page 44, line 8, after the words “wheat
so stored”, strike out the period and guota-
tion mark and insert the following: “, and a
married producer shall be deemed to be in
compliance with the provisions of this Act
unless the Secretary finds: (1) Managerial
control of a noncomplying farm by either
husband or wife is shared by the spouse,
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or (2) there have been changes in the op-
erations or managerial control of a non-
complying farm which would tend to negate
the offsetting compliance provisions for
either spouse.”

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, my
amendment, on its face, seems ridicu-
lous. Stated very simply, it permits a
man and wife to live together in the same
household and still comply with the
farm program.

We hear a great deal about the family
farm and keeping the farm family to-
gether, but all I seek to do with this
amendment is to make it possible for a
legally married couple—who owned
property individually, previous to their
marriage—to live in the same dwelling
and still participate in the farm pro-

gram.

Here is what actually happened in a
case with which I am familiar:

A lady whose husband passed away in
1948 purchased a quarter section of land
in 1951 and later remarried. Her sec-
ond husband also owned land. She op-
erated her quarter section of land on her
own through all the years from 1948 to
1965, and still does. Her second hus-
band operated his land, but was in-
formed last year that he would have to
give up his wheat program benefits be-
cause his wife overseeded her wheat al-
lotment. He was in compliance on his
land, but the USDA ruled the land must
be treated as a unit.

I would agree if they each own an in-
terest in the land, or share in the profit,
the land should be considered one unit,
and this is provided in the amendment.

The Department in its letter dated
August 17, 1965, stated:

Therefore, we hold the opinion that hus-
bands and wives, as well as minor children,
who share the same household may not be
consldered as separate producers in deter-
mining the compliance of one family mem-
ber under the offsetting compliance require-
ment of the feed grain and wheat program.

In this particular case, the State ASC
office granted relief this year, but it is
about seeding time again, and according
to the ruling of the Department of Agri-
culture, it will be necessary for Mrs. X
to live in another household in order to
be in compliance with these orders. If
this were done, they would be able to
operate their farm separafely and par-
ticipate or not in the present wheat pro-

gram.

It is situations like this that make it so
difficult for farmers to understand what
g&m intends when it passes a farm

I have also received a letter from a
county agent in a large wheat-producing
county, in which he mentions similar
situations. There are only a few of them,
but this sort of thing certainly discredits
the farm program in the Wheat Belt and
in every sState in which wheat is grown.

I sincerely hope that the Senator from
Louisiana will take the amendment to
conference. If there were something
wrong with it, I would not offer it. I be-
lieve it should be adopted in order to
clear up situations like this, and to simi-
lar situations from developing.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr, President, I am
told by our counsel that the proposed
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amendment would not do what the Sen-
ator from Kansas believes it would do.
An amendment will be proposed by the
distinguished Senator from Washington
[Mr. Macnuson], which deals with the
same subject matter. The only differ-
ence between the amendment to be of-
fered by the Senator from Washington
and the proposal now before us by the
Senator from Kansas is that the Magnu-
son amendment deals with State lands
which are leased to various farmers.

If one farmer fails to live up to the
contract, all other farmers who obtain
lands through lease from the State suf-
fer. The Department now has authority
to deal with the problem. The Senator
stated a moment ago that the subject
was dealt with last year by the Depart-
ment, and I presume in a way that was
satisfactory to the individuals involved.

I ask my good friend the Senator from
Kansas to permit us to consider the
amendment on Monday. I should like
to consult with the Department and give
the representatives of the Department
an opportunity to point up the implica-
tions involved in both the amendment
offered by the Senator from Kansas and
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Washington [Mr. Macnuson]l. I
stated to the Senator from Washington
that I would consider his amendment,
and since both amendments deal with
the same problem, though in a different
way, it might be well for that procedure
to be followed.

I do not see any objection to the
amendment. At least, I see no objection
to what the Senator seeks to do. But
whether the language he has proposed
would do that is something I question.
For that reason, if my good friend will
withdraw the amendment, we shall con-
sider the subject on Monday. Meanwhile
I shall have something done about it by
the Department so that we can accom-
plish what the Senator seeks to do.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, as
usual, our distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
[Mr. ELLENDER] is most generous in his
desire to be helpful. I have but one de-
sire, and that is to avoid not only the
problem about which we have spoken, but
a great deal of criticism which results
in discrediting a farm program. When
people in a rural community discuss the
subject, they say that they do not un-
derstand people in Washington when
they write this kind of language and laws
like this. I am anxious to cJoperate with
the chairman, and sincerely hope that
we can work out something together. I
have no pride of authorship in the
amendment. I am merely trying to re-
lieve a situation that I believe should be
corrected. On that basis I withdraw the
amendment.

Mr. ELLENDER. I am sure we can
probably get together on some language.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill is open to further amendment.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll. -

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 433 AND 434

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I call
up my amendments Nos. 433 and 434.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Doesthe
Senator ask unanimous consent that the
amendments be considered en bloc?

Mr. CARLSON. Iask unanimous con-
sent that the amendments be considered
en bloc and that the reading of the
amendments be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments will be printed in the
REecorp.

The amendments are as follows:

Page 9, line 3, after the word “amount”
strike the period and insert the following:
“: Provided, That in no event shall the Sec-
retary require any producer, as a condition
of eligibility for conservation payments made
pursuant to this section or price support
loans or payments made pursuant to section
105 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amend-
ed, to increase the average acreage of crop-
land that was devoted during the base period
to designated soll-conserving crops or prac-
tices (including summer fallow and idle
land) to more than 50 per centum of the total
cropland on the farm."”

Page 33, line 14, strike the period after the
word “reserve” and insert the following:
“ but in no event shall the total average
acreage of cropland that was devoted during
the base period to designated soll conserving
uses (including summer fallow and idle land)
be more than 50 per centum of the total
cropland on the farm."

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, the
purpose of these two amendments is to
correct an inequity in the present wheat
and feed grain program in regard to its
application to farmers in dryland areas
where summer fallow is a necessary
farming practice.

These amendments were not consid-
ered in the Committee on Agriculture
in the House of Representatives, al-
though my very good friend, Representa-
tive RoserT DoLE, has discussed them
with me following that, because these
amendments had not been called to the
attention of the committee.

Summer fallow is a farming practice
under which farmers set aside a portion
of their farms each year in order to
preserve necessary soil moisture there-
by insuring that any crops planted dur-
ing the following year will be able to de-
velop and grow.

It is a practice that must be followed
if farmers in these areas will be able to
produce a crop.

The present wheat and feed grains
law both establish a requirement that
when a farmer participates in these pro-
grams he must add additional acres to
his soil conserving base. The soil con-
serving base is generally defined as per-
manent pasture, farm roads, timberland,
and so forth, and summer fallow land
during an established past period of
time.

The idea behind the soil conserving
base and the requirement that it must
be increased if a farmer participates in
the program is a sound one. The idea
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is to prevent a cooperating farmer from
idling some wheat or feed grain acres
and then plowing up pastures or grass-
land and plant other crops, thus defeat-
ing one of the basic purposes of these
programs, which is of course to hold
down the overall production of crops.

This requirement, however, when ap-
plied to dryland farmers who must use
the summer fallow practice in order to
survive, often results in a severe hard-
ship on these farmers.

These farmers often must devote sub-
stantial portions of their farms each
year to the summer fallow practice in
order to keep their soil in a condition
which will enable it to produce crops
the next year.

Thus, the requirement that the soil
conserving base be supplemented by ad-
ditional retired acres frequently results
in an individual farmer being unable to
farm less than one-half of his farm.

The two amendments would provide
that these farmers not be required to
maintain over one-half of their farms
in soil conserving and summer fallow
practices.

In other words, these amendments
would insure farmers participating in
the wheat and feed grains programs that
they could farm at least one-half of
their farms.

This amendment is needed to alleviate
a hardship applicable to the limited
number of farmers who are in summer
fallow areas.

As can be seen by the language of the
wheat title of this bill there is already
proposed a special reserve for cases of
this nature. The proposed amendment
would simply further clarify these pro-
visions.

In the case of feed grains the amend-
ment would allow participating farmers
to receive all the program benefits, even
though their soil conserving base would
otherwise represent more than one-half
of the total cropland of their farms.

Certainly our farm programs should
allow cooperating farmers the opportu-
nity to farm at least one-half of their
farms. Certainly the present law and
the bill establish and perpetuate an in-
equity for summer fallow farmers.
These amendments will help to correct
these inequities, and I urge their adop-
tion.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Rus-
sELL of South Carolina in the chair).
The Senator from Louisiana is recog-
nized.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
wish that I could agree with my good
friend the Senator from Kansas, but the
amendment would allow the farmers to
plant soybeans, and almost any other
crop they might desire, on the land that
they are supposed to divert from plant-
ing anything on.

Therefore, I hope that the Senate will
reject the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARL-
son].

The amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.
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AMENDMENT NO, 435

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent, at the request of the
distinguished Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Bassl, to call up amendment No.
435, and to have it stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated by title for
the information of the Senate.

The LeEGIsLATIVE CLERK. On page 109,
strike out line 24.

On page 110, strike out all language
beginning with line 1 and going through
line 8.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
there will be no further business today,
insofar as the farm bill (H.R. 9811) is
concerned.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of executive business, to
consider the nominations on the Execu-
tive Calendar, beginning with the De-
partment of State on page 1.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration of
executive business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further reports of committees, the
nominations on the Executive Calendar
will be stated.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations in the Department
of State.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that these nomi-
nations be considered en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nominations will be
considered en bloc; and, without objec-
tion, they are confirmed.

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Dr. Gustav Ranis, of Connecticut,
to be Assistant Administrator for Pro-
gram Coordination, Agency for Inter-
national Development.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nomination is con-
firmed.

INTERNATIONAL BANK FOR RECON-
STRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Bernard Zagorin, of Virginia, to
be U.S. Alternate Executive Director of
the International Bank for Reconstruc-
tion and Development for a term of 2
yvears and until his successor has been
appointed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nomination is con-
firmed.

UNITED NATIONS

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations in the United
Nations.



23446

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that these
nominations be considered en bloc, and
that they include the name of James M.
Nabrit, Jr., of the District of Columbia,
on page 3.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nominations will be
considered en bloc; and, without objec-
tion, they are confirmed.

WORLD HEALTH ORGANIZATION

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Dr. James Watt, of the District
of Columbia, to be 2 representative of the
United States of America on the Execu-
tive Board of the World Health Organi-
zation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nomination is con-
firmed.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of John A. Gronouski, of Wisconsin,
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and
Plenipotentiary of the United States of
America to Poland.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nomination is con-
firmed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Presi-
dent be immediately notified of the con-
firmation of all these nominations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the President will be noti-
fied forthwith.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

On motion of Mr. MANSFIELD, the Sen-
ate resumed the consideration of legisla-
tive business.

THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
turn to the consideration of Calendar
No. 682, and that the rest of the calendar
be called in sequence.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

The clerk will state the various meas-
ures in order.

INCREASE IN RETIRED PAY OF CER-
TAIN MEMBERS OF THE FORMER
LIGHTHOUSE SERVICE
The bill (H.R. 8761) to provide an in-

crease in the retired pay of certain mem-

bers of the former Lighthouse Service,
was considered, ordered to a third read-
ing, read the third time, and passed.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the report
éII\IT;J 699), explaining the purposes of the

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of the bill 1s to provide an
increase in annuities for members of the
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former Lighthouse Service to place them on
an egual status which recipients of civil
service annuities. -

BACKGROUND

H.R. 8761, and an identical bill, S. 2216,
were requested by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury in an executive communication.

The Lighthouse Service was merged with
the Coast Guard in 1939 and the remaining
civillan employees of the Service continue to
serve until they reach retirement age. As of
May 31, 1965, the Service has 546 retirees,
with 82 still on active service.

The retirement system for these individ-
uals is separate from the Civil Service Retire-
ment Act and previously attempts have been
made to equalize the benefits. However,
Lighthouse Service retirees received no in-
crease when civil service retirees were given
a b-percent increase in 1962.

The bill as introduced provided for a simi-
lar 5-percent increase -for the Lighthouse
Service retirees, but the House Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries believed
a greater increase should be made because
they have not benefited from this increase
for the past 3 years. Accordingly, the Coast
Guard was requested to calculate that per-
centage which, on an annuity basis, would
place Lighthouse Service retirees on a parity
with civil service retirees. As a result of
those studies, which indicate a 6.5-percent
figure, the House amended the bill to that
figure. The Senate Committee on Commerce
accepts the 6.5-percent figure.

INVITATIONS FROM FOREIGN
PARLIAMENTARY BODIES

The resolution (S. Res. 145) to pro-
vide for responding to invitations from
foreign parliamentary bodies was an-
nounced as next in order.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, this
resolution has been referred to the
Committee on Rules and Administration,
and I believe it is on the calendar in
error.

BILL PASSED OVER

The bill (S. 1826) to amend title V of
the International Claims Settlement Act
of 1949 relating to certain elaims against
the Government of Cuba, was announced
as next in order.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Over, Mr. Presi-
dent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be passed over.

AWARDING OF SERVICE PINS OR
EMBLEMS TO MEMBERS, OFFI-
CERS, AND EMPLOYEES OF THE
SENATE

The resolution (8. Res. 21) providing
for the awarding of service pins or
emblems to Members, officers, and em-
ployees of the Senate was considered
and agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That the Committee on Rules
and Administration is hereby authorized to
provide for the awarding of service pins or
emblems to Members, officers, and employ-
ees of the Senate, and to promulgate regu-
lations governing the awarding of such pins
or emblems. Such pins or emblems shall
be of a type appropriate to be attached to
the lapel of the wearer, shall be of such
appropriate material and design, and shall
contain such characters, symbols, or other
matter, as the committee shall select.

BEc. 2. The Secretary of the Senate, under
direction of the committee and in accord-
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ance with regulations promulgated by the
committee, shall procure such pins or
emblems and award them to Members, offi-
cers, and employees of the Senate who are
entitled thereto.

Sec. 3. The expenses incurred in procur-
ing such pins or emblems shall be paid
from the contingent fund of the Senate on
vouchers signed by the chairman of the
committee.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 702), explaining the purposes
of the resolution.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REecorp,
as follows:

Senate Resolution 21 would authorize the
Committee on Rules and Administration to
provide for the awarding of service pins or
emblems to Members, officers, and employees
of the Senate, and to promulgate appropriate
regulations governing the awarding of such
pins or emblems. The pins or emblems
would be of a type appropriate to be attached
to the lapel of the wearer, and would be of
such appropriate material and design and
contain such characters, symbols, or other
matter as determined by the committee.

In accordance with the committee's direc-
tive, the Secretary of the Senate would pro-
cure the pins or emblems and award them
to the Members, officers, and employees who
qualify. The expenses incurred in procuring
the pins or emblems would be paid from the
contingent fund of the Senate on vouchers
signed by the chairman of the committee.

The Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion has made a preliminary survey of the
procedures and qualification requirements
established by a number of Government
agencies for the awarding of service pins.
If Senate Resolution 21 is agreed to by the
Senate, the committee will issue implement-
ing regulations to make the service awards
proposal operative,

Regulations tentatively approved by the
committee would provide, in pertinent part,
as follows:

1. Type of award: The service pins or em-
blems shall be of a material and design and
shall contain characters, symbols, and other
matter as selected by the committee. In each
case the recipient of an award will also be
presented with an appropriate certificate of
service, signed by the Secretary of the Senate.

2, Awards made annually: Early in 1966,
the Secretary of the Senate shall arrange an
appropriate ceremony for the initial awards
of the pins or emblems to Members, officers,
and employees of the Senate who were on
the Senate payroll on date Senate Resolution
21 is agreed to and who at the end of the
year 1965 were qualified for such award.
Each recipient of these initial awards shall
receive a single pin or emblem corresponding
to his highest period of gqualifying service.
On an annual basis thereafter, the Secretary
of the Senate shall arrange similar cere-
monies for the presentation of awards to
those who qualify therefor during the pre-
ceding calendar year.

3. Eligibility for award: The award of a
pin or emblem to a Member, officer, and em-
ployee of the Senate shall be made after
completion of 10 years of Senate service.
Subsequent awards shall be made after the
completion of succeeding 5-year periods up to
and including 50 years of Senate service.
Former employees of the Senate who pre-
viously have completed a minimum of 25
years of service shall also be eligible for an
award upon application to the Secretary of
the Senate.

4, Senate service deflned: Senate service
shall be limited to all service, whether con-
tinuous or not, performed while on the Sen-
ate payroll.
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FANNIE E. HOLLOWAY

The resolution (S. Res. 146) to pay a
gratuity to Fannie E. Holloway was con-
sidered and agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Sen-
ate hereby is authorized and directed to pay,
from the contingent fund of the Senate, to
Fannie E. Holloway, widow of John H. Hol-
loway, an employee of the Senate at the
time of his death, a sum equal to nine and
one-half months' compensation at the rate
he was receiving by law at the time of his
death, sald sum to be considered inclusive
of funeral expenses and all other allowances.

AUTHORIZATION TO STATE OF NEW
MEXICO TO PLACE A STATUE OF
THE LATE DENNIS CHAVEZ IN THE
NATIONAL STATUARY HALL COL-
LECTION

The concurrent resolution (8. Con.
Res. 46) to authorize placing temporarily
in the rotunda of the Capitol the statue
of the late Senator Dennis Chavez was
considered and agreed to, as follows:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That the Senator
Dennis Chavez Statuary Hall Commission is
hereby authorized to place temporarily in
the rotunda of the Capitol a statue of the
late Dennis Chavez, of New Mexlico, and to
hold ceremonies in the rotunda on said
occasion, and the Architect of the Capitol is
hereby authorized to make the necessary
arrangements therefor.

ACCEPTANCE BY CONGRESS OF A
STATUE OF THE LATE DENNIS
CHAVEZ IN THE NATIONAL STAT-
UARY HALL COLLECTION
The concurrent resolution (S. Con.

Res. 47) to authorize the acceptance by

Congress of the statue of the late Dennis

glnavez was considered and agreed to, as

OWS:

Resolved by the Senate (the 'House of

Representatives concurring), That the
statue of the late Dennis Chavez, presented
by the State of New Mexico, is accepted in the
name of the United States, and that the
thanks of Congress be tendered to the State
for the contribution of the statue of one of
its most eminent citizens, illustrious for his
historic renown and distinguished civic serv-
ices; and be it further

Resolved, That a copy of these resolutions,
suitably engrossed and duly authenticated,
be transmitted to the Governor of New
Mexico. :

AUTHORIZATION TO PRINT AS SEN-
ATE DOCUMENT PROCEEDINGS
INCIDENTAL TO ACCEPTANCE AND
DEDICATION OF A STATUE OF THE
LATE DENNIS CHAVEZ IN THE NA-
TIONAL STATUARY HALIL COLLEC-
TION
The concurrent resolution (S. Con.

Res. 48) to print as a Senate document

the proceedings of the presentation, ded-

ication, and acceptance by Congress of
the statue of the late Senator Dennis

Chavez was considered, and agreed to,

as follows:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That the proceed-
ings at the presentation, dedication, and ac~
ceptance or the statue of Dennis Chavez, to
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be presented by the State of New Mexico in
the rotunda of the Capitol, together with ap-
propriate illustrations and other pertinent
matter, shall be printed as a Senate docu-
ment. The copy for such Senate document
shall be prepared under the supervision of
the Joint Committee on Printing.

Sgc..2. There shall be printed five thou-
sand additlonal coples of such Senate docu-
ment, which shall be bound in such style as
the Joint Committee on Printing shall direct,
and of which one hundred copies shall be for
the use of the Senate and two thousand eight
hundred coples shall be for the use of the
Members of the Senate from the State of
New Mexico, and five hundred copies shall be
for the use of the House of Representatives
and one thousand six hundred copies shall be
for the use of the Members of the House of
Representatives from the State of New
Mezxico.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 703) explaining the purposes of the
three concurrent resolutions.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

EXPLANATION OF THE CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS
Senate Concurrent Resolution 47

Senate Concurrent Resolution 47 would
provide that the statue of the late Dennis
Chavez, presented by the State of New Mex-
ico as its first contribution to the National
Statuary Hall collection, be accepted in the
name of the United States; and that the
thanks of Congress be tendered to the State
for this statue of “one of its most eminent
citizens, illustrious for his historic renown
and distinguished clvic services."”

Senate Concurrent Resolution 46

Senate Concurrent Resolution 46 would
authorize the Senator Dennis Chavez Statu-
ary Hall Commission to place the Chavez
statue temporarily in the rotunda of the Cap-
itol and to hold appropriate ceremonies in
connection therewith, The Architect of the
Capitol would be authorized to make the
necessary arrangements.

Senate Concurrent Resolution 48

Senate Concurrent Resolution 48 would
provide that the proceedings in the rotunda
at the presentation, dedication, and accept-
ance of the Chavez statue, together with ap-
propriate illustrations and other pertinent
matter, be printed as a Senate document.
The copy for the document would be prepared
under the supervision of the Joint Commit-
tee on Printing. There would be printed
and bound 5,000 additional copies of such
document, of which 100 copies would be for
the use of the Senate (1 per Member), 2,800
for the use of the Members of the Senate
from the State of New Mexico (1,400 each),
and 1,600 copies for the use of the Members
of the House of Representatives from the
State of New Mexico (800 each).

NATIONAL MUSEUM ACT OF 1965

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (8. 1310) relating to the National
Museum of the Smithsonian Institution
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration with
amendments.

On page 2, after line 2, to strike out:

Sgc. 2. The Director of the National Mu-
seum shall (1) report annually to the Con-
gress on progress in museums and their
collections and other activities, such report
to be included in the Smithsonian Institu-
tion’s annual report of its other operations;
(2) advise and cooperate with departments
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and agencies of the Government of the Unit-
ed States operating, assisting, or otherwise
concerned with museums; (8) cooperate with
museums and their professional organiza-
tions in a continuing study of museum prob-
lems and opportunities; (4) assist museums
and their professional organizations in train-
ing career employees in museum practices;
(6) prepare and distribute significant mu-
seum publications; and (6) perform research
on, and otherwise contribute to, the devel-
opment of museum techniques.

And, in lieu thereof, to insert:

Sec. 2. (a) The Director of the National
Museum under the directlon of the Secre-
tary of the Smithsonian Institution shall—

(1) cooperate with museums and their
professional organizations in a continuing
study of museum problems and opportunities,
both in the United States and abroad;

(2) prepare and carry out programs for
training career employees in museum prac-
tices in cooperation with museums and their
professional organizations, wheresoever these
may best be conducted;

(8) prepare and distribute significant mu-
seum publications;

(4) perform research on, and otherwise
contribute to, the development of museum
techniques;

(5) cooperate with departments and agen-
cles of the Government of the United States
operating, assisting, or otherwise concerned
with museums; and

(6) shall report annually to the Congress
on progress in these activities.

(b) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated such sums, not to exceed $200,000 for
any flscal year, as may be necessary to carry
out the provisions of this Act.

So as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “National Museum
Act of 1985,

Sec. 2. (a) The Director of the National
Museum under the direction of the Secre-
tary of the Smithsonian Institution shall—

(1) cooperate with museums and their
professional organizations in a continulng
study of museum problems and opportuni-
ties, both in the United States and abroad;

(2) prepare and carry out programs for
training career employees in museum prac-
tices in cooperation with museums and their
professional organizations, wheresoever these
may best be conducted;

(3) prepare and distribute significant mu-
seum publications;

(4) perform research on, and otherwise
contribute to, the development of museum
techniques;

(6) cooperate with departments and agen-
cles of the Government of the United States
operating, assisting, or otherwise concerned
with museums; and

(6) shall report annually to the Congress
on progress in these activities.

(b) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated such sums, not to exceed $200,000 for
any fiscal year, as may be necessary to carry
out the provisions of this Act.

Sec. 3. The first paragraph under the head-
ing “National Museum” contained in the Act
of July 7, 1884 (23 Stat. 214; 20 U.S.C. 65),
is amended by deleting the following sen-
tence: “And the Director of the Natlonal
Museum is hereby directed to report annual-
ly to the Congress the progress of the mu-
seum during the year and its present con-
dition."”.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the amendments be considered
en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
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from Montana? The Chair hears none,
and the amendments are considered and
agreed to en bloe.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, was read the third
time, and passed.

The preamble was amended, so as to
read:

Whereas the museums of the Natlon con-
stitute cultural and educational institutions
of great importance to the Nation’'s progress,;
and

Whereas national recognition is necessary
to insure that museum resources for preserv-
ing and interpreting the Nation's heritage
may be more fully utilized in the enrichment
of public life in the individual community:
Now, therefore,

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 704), explaining the purposes
of the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REecorb,
as follows:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of S. 1310 is to give recogni-
tion to the Nation’s museums as significant
cultural and educational institutions and
to assist the museum fleld by authorizing
the Smithsonian Institution to strengthen
its activitles of service to other museums.
Bpecifically, it would provide for cooperative
and coordinated programs of museum train-
ing, research, surveys, and publications, to
be carried out by the Director of the National
Museum under the direction of the Secre-
tary of the Smithsonian Institution. Sec-
tion 3 of the bill would repeal an obsolete
reporting provision.

COST OF THE LEGISLATION

The Smithsonian has traditionally sup-
ported activities to benefit the museum com-
munity. Such actlvities are being carried
forward on a modest scale. It is because
they have proved so effective that this legis-
lation is recommended. The Smithsonian
estimates that the expansion of these activi-
ties, as specified in the act, would entall
an annual expenditure of $200,000. On the
basis of comprehensive testimony presented
at the hearing on this legislation, conducted
on June 24, 1965, by the Subcommittee on
the Smithsonian Institution under Senator
CratBoRNE PELL's chairmanship, this invest-
ment 158 much needed and would prove of
substantial value to the Natlon's museums,
now numbering over 5,000 and visited by
Americans an estimated 300 million times a
year,

AUTHORIZATION OF PRINTING OF
ADDITIONAL COPIES OF “THE
PRAYER ROOM IN THE UNITED
STATES CAPITOL”

The concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 451) authorizing the printing of
additional copies of “The Prayer Room
in the United States Capitol” was con-
sidered and agreed to, as follows:

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That there be
printed fifty-four thousand two hundred
additional copies of House Document Num-
bered 234 of the Eighty-fourth Congress,
entitled “The Prayer Room in the United
States Capitol”, of which forty-three thou-
sand nine hundred copies shall be for the
use of the House of Representatives and ten
thousand three hundred copies shall be for
the use of the Senate.

Sec. 2. Copies of such document shall be
prorated to Members of the Senate and
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House of Representatives for a period of
sixty days, after which the unused balance
shall revert to the respective Senate and
House Document Rooms.

Passed the House of Reprasenta.tivea Au-
gust 17, 1965.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 705), explaining the purposes
of the concurrent resolution.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

House Concurrent Resolution 451 would
authorize the printing of 54,200 additional
coples of House Document 234 of the 84th
Congress, entitled “The Prayer Room in the
United States Capitol,” of which 48,900
would be for the use of the House of Rep-
resentatives (100 per Member) and 10,300
would be for the use of the Senateé (100 per
Member). The copies of the document
would be prorated to the Members of Con-
gress for a period of 60 days, after which the
unused balances would revert to the respec-
tive House and Senate document rooms.

OFFICE SPACE FOR MEMBERS OF
CONGRESS IN THEIR HOME
STATES OR DISTRICTS

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (H.R. 10014) to amend the act of July
2, 1954, relating to office space in the dis-
tricts of Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives which had been reported
from the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration with amendments, on page
1, line 3, after the word “That”, to insert
“(a)”; and, at the top of page 2, to
insert:

(b) The second paragraph under the sub-
heading *“Administrative Provisions” under
the heading “SENATE"” in the Legislative
Branch Appropriation Act, 1957 (2 U.S.C. 52) '
is amended to read as follows:

“Each Senator shall be entitled to office
space sultable for his official use at not more
than two places designated by him in the
State he represents. The Sergeant at Arms
1s authorized and directed to secure for each
Senator such suitable office space in post
offices or other Federal buildings at the places
designated by each Senator in the State he
represents: Provided, That in the event suit-
able space is not avallable in post offices or
other Federal buildings at one or both of the
places desginated by a Senator within his
State, such Senator may lease or rent other
office space for the purpose at such place or
places, and the Sergeant at Arms shall ap-
prove for payment from the contingent fund
of the Senate vouchers covering bona fide
statements of rentals due in an amount not
exceeding $2,400 for any fiscal year for such
Senator.”

The amendments were agreed to.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.

The title was amended, so as to read:
“An Act to amend the Act of July 2,
1954, relating to office space in the dis-
tricts of Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives, and the Act of June 27, 1956,
relating to office space in the States of
Senators”.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp an excerpt from the report
’(ﬁlo. 706) , explaining the purposes of the
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There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

H.R. 10014 as referred would amend the
Legislative Appropriation Act, 1955, as
amended, by increasing from $1,200 to $2,400
per year the rental allowance of Members of
the House of Representatives for office space
in their home districts. The other provi-
slons of law relating to the rental procedure
applicable to Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives (see below) would remain un-
changed except for the omission of the ob=-
solete terms “the Delegate from Alaska, the
Delegate from Hawail.”

The Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion has amended H.R. 10014 by adding a new
subsection to the first section of the bill
revising the provisions of the Legislative
Branch Appropriation Act, 1957, which relate
to office space in the home States of Sena-
tors, The revised provisions would increase
from $1,200 to $2,400 the maximum amount
which could be pald in any fiscal year as rent
for privately owned space for Senators Iin
their home 8States, to correspond to the
aboye-described change in the provisions re-
lating to House Members. In addition, the
revision contains other changes in the pro-
visions relating to Senators designed to bring
about uniformity in the provisions applicable
to the two Houses. The most significant of
these changes provides that Senators also will
be entitled to office space in two places in
their home States. Where available, this
space will be in post offices or other Federal
office bulldings at places designated by the
Senator, and in such cases no rent will be
pald on privately owned space. If, however,
sultable Federal space is not available at one
or both of the places designated by a Senator,
rent will be paid under the revised provi-
sions on privately owned space at the place
or places, as the case may be, where suitable
Federal space was not avallable. Whether
rental space is obtalned at one or both of the
designated places, the total amount that
could be paid for any Senator during any fis-
cal year could not exceed $2,400.

Section 2 of the bill provides that the
changes described above will be effective on
the first day of the first month which begins
after the date of enactment of the bill.
Thus, for the fiscal year in which the bill
is enacted only that part of the increased
rental attributable to the remalning months
of that fiscal year would be available.

The committee has also amended the title
of the bill to reflect the changes made by its
amendments to the text of the bill.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, that
concludes the call of the calendar.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS

By unanimous consent, the following
routine business was transacted:

APPOINTMENTS BY THE VICE
PRESIDENT

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair,
pursuant to Public Law 84-689, appoints
the following Senators as delegates to
the 11th NATO Parliamentary Confer-
ence, to be held in New York City be-
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tween October 4-9, 1965: CLAIBORNE PELL,
Chairman, HARRISON A. WiLriams, MaU-
RINE B. NEUBERGER, BIRCH BAYH, ROBERT
F. KENNEDY, LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, KARL
E. MunpT, Jacos K. JaviTs, and CLIFFORD
P. Cask.

REPORT ON DISPOSITION OF
EXECUTIVE PAPERS

Mr. MONRONEY, from the Joint Se-
lect Committee on the Disposition of Pa-
pers in the Executive Departments, to
which was referred for examination and
recommendation a list of records trans-
mitted to the Senate by the Acting Ar-
chivist of the United States, dated Au-
gust 26, 1965, that appeared to have no
permanent value or historical interest,
?:bmltt.ed a report thereon, pursuant to

W.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were intro-
duced, read the first time, and, by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. SMATHERS:

S.2513. A bill for the relief of Dr. Anselmo
S. Alvarez-Gomez; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. SCOTT:

S.2514. A bill for the relief of Ching Han;

to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. BENNETT:

8.J. Res. 110. Joint resolution to authorize
the President to issue annually proclamations
designating the Sunday of each year which
oceurs immediately preceding February 22 as
Freedom Sunday and the calendar week of
each year during which February 22 occurs
as Freedom Week; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

(See the remarks of Mr. BENNETT when he
introduced the above joint resolution, which
appear under a separate heading.)

FREEDOM WEEE—FREEDOM
SUNDAY

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I am
today introducing a Senate joint resolu-
tion to authorize the President to issue
annually proclamations designating the
Sunday of each year which occurs im-
mediately preceding February 22 as
Freedom Sunday and the calendar week
of each year during which February 22
occurs as Freedom Week.

I think it most proper and fitting that
a Freedom Sunday and a Freedom Week
be proclaimed each year to act as a con-
stant reminder to each of us of the
heritage which we as Americans enjoy
in this great land. Likewise, I think the
most appropriate time for celebrating
these events is during the week in which
we commemorate the birth of our first
President, George Washington.

It is with some pride that I announce
that the suggestion for a National Free-
dom Sunday and a Freedom Week orig-
inated with the Salt Lake City Sertoma
Club. For the past 6 years, the Utah
Governor and the mayors of various cities
have by proclamations set aside Freedom
Sunday and Freedom Week, at the re-
quest of Utah’s Sertoma Clubs. Similar
celebrations have been held in other areas
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of the United States under the direction
of civie and patriotic organizations such
as Freedoms Foundation at Valley Forge.

The 450 Sertoma Clubs throughout the
United States, Canada, and Mexico have
a freedom program which dates back
nearly half a century. Last year more
than 5 million copies of the Declaration
of Independence were distributed by Ser-
toma Clubs in the United States. The
Utah Education Association has fully
endorsed the freedom program as one
which helps to instill better citizenship
in our youth.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be printed at the end of
my remarks a letter dated August 27,
1965, which I have received from H. A.
Zethren, president of Sertoma Interna-
tional, indicating that organization’s ex-
ecutive committee has unanimously ap-
proved the sponsorship of a congressional
resolution relating to Freedom Sunday
and Freedom Week.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
joint resolution will be received and ap-
propriately referred; and, without objec-
tion, the letter will be printed in the
RECORD.

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 110) to
authorize the President to issue annually
proclamations designating the Sunday of
each year which occurs immediately pre-
ceding February 22 as Freedom Sunday
and the ealendar week of each year dur-
ing which February 22 occurs as Freedom
Week, introduced by Mr. BENNETT, Was
received, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

The letter presented by Mr. BENNETT
is as follows:

SERTOMA INTERNATIONAL,
_ August 27, 1965.
Hon. WaLLACE F. BENNETT,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DeAar BeENATOR BENNETT: The Executive
Committee of Sertoma International, in fits
regular meeting of August 19, 20, 21, 1965,
unanimously approved the activity of Dr.
Levi E. Reynolds of Salt Lake City, in seek-
ing the sponsoring and approval of a resolu-
tlon of Congress, authorizing the President to
issue annually, proclamations designating a
Freedom Sunday. Therefore, as president of
Sertoma International, and speaking for our
entire membership, I respectfully join in®*re-
questing your sponsorship of the attached
resolution directing such authorization.

We, in Sertoma, have observed over a pe-
riod of years, the complacence and lethargy
of our people generally in regard to that pre-
cious freedom heritage given us in our Dec-
laration of Independence, and guaranteed
to us in our Constitution. Our forefathers
had such regard for these freedom principles,
that they gave of their substance and even
their lives to assure our children and suc-
ceeding generations, this freedom heritage
and its related opportunities, as exemplified
in our free enterprise system and its pre-
:iht_:rlus freedoms of speech and religious wor-

P.

This complacence of our citizens generally,
caused us in Sertoma, to feel that a gradual
deterioration of these freedom principles can
take place as the years go by, unless we have
a means of creating a renewed awareness of
this heritage of freedom. We also feel the
need of implanting in the minds and hearts
of our children, an appreciation and under-
standing of these basic freedom principles
that have enabled us to achieve a stature as a
nation that we now enjoy., and that have
given us our abundant way of life.
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This is the thing that has motivated us as
an international service club organization,
to establish our freedom program, that has
been cited year after year by the Freedom's
Foundation at Valley Forge. We feel, though,
that there is so much at stake, that we can-
not guard our freedom program as a selfish
personal program and interest, but must
share it with everyone as an American way
of life program.

We, in Sertoma, are grateful for your un-
derstanding of, and dedication to, these great
freedom principles, and your willingness to
give of yourself in sponsoring this resolution.

I will be pleased to hear of any suggestions
that you may have for us as an assist to you
in your sponsorship of the resclution.

Sincerely,
H. A. ZETHREN,
President.

Mr. CARLSON subsequently said: Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
a joint resolution introduced this morn-
ing by the Senator from Utah [Mr.
BennEeTT] lie at the desk for 10 days for
cosponsors before it is referred to the
appropriate committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

REPEAL OF SECTION 14(b) OF NA-
TIONAL LABOR RELATIONS ACT—
AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENTS NO. 442 AND 443

Mr. MUNDT (for himself and Mr. Mc~
CrLELLAN) submitted two amendments,
intended to be proposed by them, jointly,
to the bill (HR. 7T7) to repeal section
14(b) of the National Labor Relations
Act, as amended, and section 705(b) of
the Labor-Management Reporting and
Disclosure Act of 1959 and to amend the
first proviso of section 8(a) (3) of the
National TLabor Relations Act, as
amended, which were ordered to lie on
the table and to be printed.

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ACT OF
1965—AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENT NO. 444

Mr. MUNDT (for himself, Mr. YounNG
of North Dakota, Mr. Curtis, and Mr.
PearsonN) submitted amendments, in-
tended to be proposed by them, jointly to
the bill (H.R. 9811) to maintain farm in-
come, to stabilize prices and assure ade-
quate supplies of agricultural commod-
ities, to reduce surpluses, lower Govern-
ment costs and promote foreign trade,
to afford greater economic opportunity in
rural areas, and for other purposes,
which were ordered to lie on the table
and to be printed.

WASHINGTON WORLD CONFERENCE
ON WORLD PEACE THROUGH LAW

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I ask
the Presiding Officer to lay before the
Senate a message received today from
the House of Representatives, and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair lays before the Senate a concur-
rent resolution received today from the
House of Representatives, which will
be stated.
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The legislative clerk read as follows:
H. Con. REs, 468
Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That it is the sense
of the Congress that the people of the United
States welcome to their shores the jurists
and members of the legal profession of these
many nations and will join with them in
this important effort to build world peace.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from South Dakota?

There being no objection, the concur-
rent resolution was considered and
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILL

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the names of
Senators BayH, Curtis, Typincs, and
Younc of Ohio be added as cosponsors
of the bill (8. 2411) for the establish-
ment of a commission to study and ap-
praise the organization and operation of
the executive branch of the Government,
at its next printing.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF
RESOLUTION

Mr. HARTEKE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at the next
printing of the resolution (8. Res. 142)
proposing a study to determine feasi-
bility of utilizing trade credits issued by
the International Monetary Fund to fa-
cilitate international trade, the name of
the Senator from New York [Mr. JAvITs]
be added as a cosponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF CON-
CURRENT RESOLUTION

Under authority of the order of the
Senate of September 1, 1965, the names
of Mr. BisLE, Mr. Canvon, Mr. Fong, Mr.
HarT, Mr. Joroan of Idaho, Mr. McGEE,
Mr. McGoveERN, Mr. RaNpoLPH, and Mr.
Tower were added as cosponsors of the
concurrent resolution (8. Con. Res. 55) to
express the sense of Congress relative to
certain water problems confronting the
United States and Canada, submitted by
Mr. Moss on September 1, 1965.

FARM BILL INCLUDES WILDLIFE
SERVICE PAYMENTS

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I am
pleased that the farm bill we are con-
sidering today includes a new wildlife

--service payments program and a perma-
nent wildlife Advisory Board to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture.

The service payments program will
compensate farmers and ranchers who
agree to manage idled cropland for wild-
‘life and permit the public to use it with-
out charge for hunting, fishing, trapping,
hiking, and other types of recreation. It
also gives State fish and game agencies
an opportunity to assist in carrying out
the wildlife reereation aspects of our
farm program.,
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The Advisory Board, chosen from
members of wildlife organizations, farm
organizations, State fish and game agen-
cies, and members of the general public,
will make recommendations on wildlife
policy relating to farm programs.

These new provisions, which I pro-
posed in July, were added to title V of
the farm bill by the Committee on Agri-
culture. They create an unusual oppor-
tunity for the farmer or rancher, who
needs more income, and the urban resi-
dent, who needs more outdoor recrea-
tion space. 3

This program provides the best op-
portunity in recent years to greatly ex-
pand outdoor recreation opportunity
through a amall dollar investment in our
rural areas.

The need is clear. The demand for
recreational space, based on the avail-
ability of all kinds of outdoor resources,
is ereating so much pressure that a sub-
stantial part of this increasing demand
will have to be met on private land if it
is met at all. This is because of re-
sistance to public land acquisition in
many areas and lack of sufficient public
money to buy and manage the recreation
space that is needed.

This new program has widespread
support from leading farm and conser-
vation organizations. It has enthusiastic
endorsement of the Farmers Union, Na-
tional Grange, National Wildlife Fed-
eration, International Association of
Game, Fish, and Conservation Commis-
sioners, Midwest Pheasant Couneil, Wild-
life Management Institute, Southeast-
ern Association of Game and Fish Com-
missioners, North American Wildlife
Foundation, and the J. N. “Ding"” Darling
Foundation.

In addition to providing a change in
land use policy from the standpoint of
recreation, this program also can reverse
the serious and longtime downward trend
in farm game populations. The great
concern of conservationists over this
trend is not prompted so much by the
need for increasing hunting opportunity
as it is to maintain farm game popula-
tions in the face of increasingly inten-
sive farming practices.

.Farming practices are becoming more
and more unfavorable to wildlife in most
parts of the United States, but particu-
larly in the Midwest. Two of our best
game birds, the quail and the pheasant,
are most seriously affected because they
require nesting cover in hayfields and
similar areas. But habitat for all kinds
of small game—grouse, rabbits, doves.
partridge, and many others—is disap-
pearing.

The trend to more cultivated row crops
such as corn and soybeans at the expense
of small grains and hay is drastically re-
ducing the acreage of these nesting cover
crops, Crop rotation patterns have
shifted away from the corn-oats-hay of
recent years, eliminating the nesting
cover it provided. Improved harvesting
and weed control methods have sharply
cut waste grain and weeds that once fur-
nished food and cover for farm wildlife.

Cover for all types of wildlife also has
been reduced by the trend toward ‘‘clean”
farming:
brushy fence rows, burning and draining
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of marshy areas, indiscriminate spraying
of weed and brush killers on fence rows
and roadsides, and heavier grazing.

All these factors have cut small game
numbers in our rural areas. And be-
cause of them our city sportsmen will
soon have to look to properly managed
private land for hunting opportunity.
Farmers are willing and able to provide
the management and hunting access
that is needed in many instances, but
they should have some assistance to do
BO.

This cropland retirement program,
with the wildlife and recreation aspects

“properly emphasized, provides the incen-

tives that will make that possible.

The wildlife service payments program
goes hand in hand with the cost-sharing
soil and water conservation practices
that farmers would be expected to adopt
in idling cropland. Such practices as
pond building and tree and shrub plant-
ing help provide habitat for fish and
wildlife, land use permanence for fur-
bearing animals, and badly needed nest-
ing and feeding areas for migrating
waterfowl.

The service payments program will en-
courage positive programs of wildlife
management on retired cropland and
make several million acres available for
public use. This management and use
would be administered in cooperation

with our State fish and game agencies,

giving them an cpportunity to apply
their know-how to this aspect of the
farm program.

In administering this provision, the
Secretary will use these State agencies as
his technical arm to work with farmers
in adopting wildlife practices, desig-
nating desirable areas in which the ad-
ditional payment should be offered, eval-
uating the worth of the land for wildlife
use, and formulating rules governing the
use of the land. Where necessary, these
agencies will assist the Secretary in de-
termining eompliance.

The service payments program is not
mandatory in any respect. A producer
who did not want to open his land to
public access under this provision would
not be precluded from participating in
the program, applying wildlife uses to the
land, and permitting limited public ae-
cess on a fee basis. In such cases, of

‘eourse, he would not be entitled to the

wildlife service payment. I think this
is a creative opportunity to expand our
wildlife habitat and recreation opportu-
nities at the same time.

THE AMERICAN DREAM

Mr/ PEARSON. Mr. President, Ean-
sas is perhaps the only place on the
face of the earth in which it was sald
that a newspaper was started before
there was any news to print. Henry
King, an early Kansas journalist of some

-renown and a lover of colorful exag-

geration, made this statement in 1906.
His reference was to the Kansas Weekly
Herald whose first issue was published
at Leavenworth on September 15, 1854.

It has been said, too, that Kansas has

-more newspapers per capita than any
clearing < of woodlots and *

other State. Among these newspapers
are the one- or two-man or family oper-
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ated newspaper which still exist in Kan-
sas performing a significant funetion
even in this fast-moving world.

One of the finest small newspapers in
the State of Kansas is the Washington
County News of Washington, Kans. And
one of the finest publishers and editors
in Kansas is my friend, Tom Buchanan.

Recently an editorial appeared in this
newspaper called “The American Dream”
which comments upon the philosophies
now prevalent in the minds of many of
our citizens as engendered by the so-
called Great Society. Within this edi-
torial there is room for thought but there
is more; there is hope in the fulfillment
of the American dream and in the Amer-
ican people.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this editorial be inserted in the
REecorp at this point.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the RECorp,
as follows:

AMERICAN DREAM

“The great American dream.” Millions
of people left home and family to cross the
ocean in search of 1t. Millions moved again
from the coast to the Great Plains enduring
hardships so severe we can only dimly im-
agine them—all in search of the “great
American dream."

Bo the years have passed—only about 300
of them all told. And the dream has
changed to a nightmare.

The lush prairies have been plowed un-
der to make farmland that can't be planted.
Forested hillsides have been ravished so that
the rains rush down them in torrents filling
streams with mud.

In the valleys huge cities sprawl in con-
fusion, choked with traffic, bathed in acrid
smoke. In the suburbs, ugly, treeless sub-
divisions mar the country landscape.

That freedom of religion so many sought
has become freedom from religion. The
farmer and the laborer and the businessman
is controlled and taxed as European despots
did in times gone by.

The automobile is a wonderful thing—un-
til it is piled in a junk heap along the
roadside.

Every man's dream of becoming his own
boss is changed these days. In the Great
Society every man dreams of getting a Gov-
ernment check each month—and most every
man does.

Our patriot forefathers rioted in Boston
harbor over a tax on tea. Thelr grandsons
and great grandsons have dreamed up taxes
that make the tea tax look like a tea party.

Is the “Great American Dream” lost for-
ever?

Not if thinking Americans will reexamine
themselves and their ideals. This great Na-
tion can become greater still. But it can't
do it as long as its goal is a Government
check every month for every man.

Freedom and liberty and opportunity and
happiness and all great things do not come
from the Great White Father in Washington,
D.C. They come from the people.

GRANT TO THE CHILDREN'S OR-
THOPEDIC HOSPITAL AND MEDI-
CAL CENTER IN SEATTLE FOR RE-
SEARCH ON THE SUDDEN DEATH
SYNDROME IN INFANCY
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I

am pleased to announce that last month

the Children’s Orthopedic Hospital and

Medical Center in Seattle was awarded

a 3-year grant in the amount of $144,000
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by the National Institute of Child Health
and Human Development for research
into the cause and prevention of the
sudden death syndrome in infaney. The
dedicated and gifted staff of the Chil-
dren’s Orthopedic Hospital, under the
guidance of two of Seattle’s most out-
standing doctors, Dr. J. Bruce Beckwith
and Dr. Abraham B. Bergman, has been
studying this tragic problem in conjune-
tion with the University of Washington
Medical School since 1963, when the
State legislature authorized an appro-
priation for this purpose. The State of
Washington is, I believe, the only State
in which the legislature has assumed pri-
mary responsibility for the solution of
this problem. The new grant from the
National Institute of Child Health and
Human Development contributes greatly
to strengthening and enlarging current
efforts to overcome this mysterious and
fatal attacker of young children.

The sudden death syndrome, often ab-
breviated SDS by doctors, is commonly
known as “crib death” or “cot death.”
It has no more precise name because,
until now, its source and cause have
eluded some of the most brilliant minds
in the medical profession. Each year, the
baffling phenomenon claims the lives of
over 15,000 apparently healthy infants.
It usually strikes during the night, in
the first few months of life, but may oc-
cur in children up to the age of 2 years.
Sometimes there is a minor inflammation
or congestion in the lungs; sometimes
blankets are displaced to suggest smoth-
ering. Researchers in New York,
Seattle, and elsewhere found through
autopsies that these conditions are al-
most never the cause of the sudden
deaths, however. In a large number of
cases, no unusual condition whatever
could be discovered.

The strange and inexplicable nature of
these deaths has led many parents to
torture themselves needlessly with blame
and guilt. But all research indicates
that SDS strikes so unexpectedly that
there is no remedy or preventive. Its
victims can be the most healthy, thriv-
ing, and well-cared-for of babies. The
Children’s Orthopedic Hospital has em-
phasized that “SDS cannot be predicted,
and in the light of present knowledge,
there is no known way to prevent it.”
When parents are able to overcome their
fears and join with others in seeking
solutions to this problem, the hospitals
and doctors engaged in research can
make greater strides. Many generous
and brave persons across the Nation have
contributed their time and funds to the
quest for a solution to the sudden death
syndrome. The people of Seattle and
the State of Washington are proud to
have been in the forefront of these ef-
forts. With the additional resources
made available through the grant from
the National Institute of Child Health
and Human Development, let us hope the
day will come speedily when this myste-
rious and tragic killer will no longer
threaten infant lives.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Children’s Orthopedic Hos-
pital’s summary of the facts about the
sudden death syndrome be included in
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the Recorp at the conclusion of my
remarks.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECcoRD, as follows:

FacTs ABOUT THE SUDDEN DEATH SYNDROME
(SDS) of Infancy
WHAT IS SDS?

BDS, commonly known as crib death, or
cot death, accounts for about 15,000 deaths
annually in the United States, and about 200
deaths in the State of Washington. The
condition is best defined by describing a typ-
ical case, An apparently healthy Infant,
usually between the ages of 1 and 6 months,
is put to bed without the slightest suspicion
that things are out of the ordinary. Some
time later, the infant is found dead. There
is no evidence that a violent struggle has
taken place, nor did anyone hear the baby
struggling. An autopsy reveals at most, a
minor degree of pneumonia or inflammation
of the upper respiratory tract, but no lesion
sufficient to account for death. Often the
autopsy reveals absolutely no evidence of ill-
ness. However, in about 10 percent of such
cases, careful examination does demonstrate
a previously unsuspected abnormality, or a
rapidly fatal infectious disease such as men-
ingitls. It is for this reason that autopsies
upon such infants are so important.

HOW CAN A HEALTHY BABY DIE SO SUDDENLY,
WITHOUT OBVIOUS FINDINGS AT AUTOPSY?

SDS remains a mystery. We know so lit-
tle about the nature of life, that unraveling
the mystery of death can be extremely diffi-
cult. There are many theories as to the
cause of SDS, but none of these has yet been
proven. However, promising leads have
been obtained, and real progress toward solu-
tions of this mystery should be forthcoming
in the next few years.

WAS IT MY FAULT?

In untold thousands of cases, a great deal
of needless blame has been placed by the
parents or other relatives upon one or the
other parent, upon a babysitter who hap-
pened to be with the infant at the time it
died, or upon the family doctor who pro-
nounced the infant healthy shortly before it
died. We know of families that have been
broken up by repercussions arising from this
problem. Therefore, it is important to make
clear that SDS cannot be predicted, and in
the light of present knowledge, there is no
known way to prevent it. SDS occurs in the
best of families, to the most skillful, care-
ful, and loving of parents, and does not re-
flect upon the ability of the parents to care
for their child. Indeed, we often feel that
the victims of SDS are unusually robust,
healthy, and obviously well cared for.

DID MY BABY SUFFOCATE IN ITS BEDDING?

It is not uncommon for victims to be
found wedged into the corner of their cribs,
or with the head covered by blankets. Under
such circumstances, it is natural that the
parents assume the baby smothered. How-
ever, identlical cases occur under conditions
where there was no possibility of smother-
ing. The autopsy findings are identical in
both types of cases. Therefore, we are con-
vineed that, while the cause of death is not
known, it is not due to smothering.

DID MY BABY SUFFER?

Experience with a large number of cases
has shown that SDS can occur within &
minutes. It is probably almost instantane-
ous. There may be some movement during
the last few seconds of life, accounting for
the displaced blankets or unusual positions
mentioned above. However, the bables do
not cry out, and very often show not the
slightest trace of having been disturbed in
thelr sleep. Therefore, we feel it is safe to
conclude that SDS does not cause pain or
suffering to the baby.
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WAS IT SOMETHING INFECTIOUS?—IS THE
IMMEDIATE FAMILY IN DANGER?

Unless the autopsy reveals a condition

such as meningitis, the answer is no.
WHAT ABOUT BABIES I MIGHT HAVE IN THE
FUTURE?

A rough calculation from available statis-
tics suggests that about 1 in 500 liveborn
babies will die of “crib death.” According
to the best available data, SDS is not heredi-
tary. Therefore, it is probable that any
future babies, in a family, will run no more
than the random 1/500 risk. This, after all,
is quite a small risk. More harm than good
may be done to a subsequent child by ex-
cessive anxiety over SDS. As stated before,
there is no known way to prevent its oc-
currence.

WHAT IS BEING DONE IN WASHINGTON STATE
ABOUT THIS FPROBLEM?

The State legislature in 1963 granted an
appropriation to the University of Washing-
ton for studies on this problem. This is the
only State In which the legislature has as-
sumed primary responsibility for the solu-
tion of this problem. Utilizing these funds
and additional support obtained by grants
from other sources, the university and its
affiliated teaching hospital, the Children’s
Orthopedic Hospital and Medical Center,
have initiated an active research study aimed
at the problem of SDS. This is an impor-
tant study, affording advantages not avail-
able elsewhere in the Nation. Through the
excellent cooperation of the parents of vic-
tims, we are able to document in a fashion
hitherto not possible, the factors predis-
posing to SDS. Any benefits to futura chil-
dren arising from this study will be due in
large part to the interest and cooperation of
these parents.

In 1965, a group of concerned parents
formed an organization, called Washington
State Assoclation for Preventing Sudden In-
fant Death, dedicated to assisting in various
phases of this study. This group of parents
are kept informed of progress in the research
underway, and afford invaluable support to
those parents of new victims desiring their
help. Interested parents may contact any
of the following:

Grace Paschall (Mrs. Edward S.), 628 129th
Place NE., Bellevue, GL: 4-1187.

Mary Beth Marx (Mrs. David), 8846 South-
east 40th, Mercer Island, AD 2-2228,

Rowena Lee (Mrs. Joseph A.), 4661 West
Mercer Way, Mercer Island, AD 2-5521,

Mary Dore (Mrs. Fred), 8721 East Marion
Street, Seattle, EA 20304.

Judy Mickel (Mrs. Wm. C.), 906 North
1634 Street, Seattle, LI 6-2709.

Marie Jones (Mrs. Francis), 7304 33d NW.,
Seattle, SU 3-3314.

Jan Flint (Mrs. Richard), 16505 Southeast
30th, Bellevue, SH 6-T471.

J. Bruce Beckwith, M.D., Abraham B. Berg-
man, M.D., Children’s Orthopedic Hospital
and Medical Center, Seattle, Wash,

THE TFX AIRCRAFT PROGRAM

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President,
since 1963, the TFX aircraft program
has been the center of a major con-
troversy. In all probability, the TFX
will be the most expensive single weap-
ons program in history. The importance
of this controversy, however, goes even
beyond the cost of the TFX system, for
the decisions involved and the proce-
dures used will influence and affect our
entire national defense effort.

As all the Members of this body are
quite well aware, this matter has been
the subject of an investigation by the
Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga-
tions of the Committee on Government
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Operations of the Senate. Voluminous

testimony was taken and published. The

TFX has also been the subject of many

newspaper articles directed at some par-

ticular aspect of the controversy.

Despite the availability of so much in-
formation on this subject, it was only
recently that a relatively concise but
thorough analysis of the entire matter
was available. This concise analysis of
the complete TFX controversy to date
was prepared for and published by Bar-
ron’s National Business and Financial
Weekly in a series of three articles.
These articles appeared in the issues of
July 12, August 16, and August 30. In
preparing and publishing this series of
articles on the TFX, Barron’s has per-
formed a very useful and needed service
to the country. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the three articles be printed in
the Recorp at the conclusion of my re-
marks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President,
only the future can provide the answer
to the ultimate expense of the TFX and
to the usefulness of the aircraft to be
produced. As is demonstrated by this
series of articles, however, the manage-
ment of this program from conception
to implementation provides a lesson in
what should not be done and errors to
avoid in the field of defense manage-
ment. One cannot avoid the conclusion
that Mr. McNamara hatched a fiasco.

Nevertheless, not all the blame for the
TFX fiasco can be saddled on the execu-
tive branch. The Congress has the re-
sponsibility for assuring that the tax-
payers’ moneys are efficiently and sensi-
bly administered and that our Defense
Establishment is adequate to the need.
The Congress cannot abdicate this re-
sponsibility and expect to escape the re-
sponsibility for the messes such as the
TFX,

Examrr 1
[From Barron's National Business and Fi-
nancial Weekly, July 12, 1965]

FLYING EDSEL?—THE TFX May Winp Up
SATISFYING NEITHER BUYERS NOR SELLERS
(Nore—The controversial Air Force-Navy

fighter plane, officlally designated the F-111

is scheduled to take wing this year. This

is the first In a series of articles by staff
writer J. Richard Elliott, Jr.,, on the pro-
gram.)

Fiscal 1966, which began inauspiciously on
July 1, shapes up as a cruclal year for the
powers-that-be at the Pentagon. Congress
soon will approve a defense budget of more
than $45 billlon. While $2.5 billion under
last year’s actual appropriations (including
& 8700 million supplemental “emergency
fund” for Vietnam), the authorization
scarcely can be described, even in Penta-
gonese, as a limited or conventional one—
and Is almost certain to be increased as the
United States moves ever closer to full-scale
conflict in southeast Asia. As it is, the De-
fense Department’'s new shopping list is an
extraordinary mix of slashing economy and
escalating procurement. On the latter
score, one of the most controversial develop-
ment programs in military history, the TFX
(for Tactical Fighter, Experimental), 1is
scheduled to emerge this year from research
and development to full-fledged production
status. Designated the Air Force-Navy F-
111 fighter-bomber, the plane is this coun-
try's single biggest new Cold War weapon.
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Since it was launched in 1963, the TFX
program has cost roughly $900 million. An-
other $700 million has been earmarked for it
in fiscal 1966. If the Pentagon buys as many
F-111's as it now plans, the price tag through
the early 1970's will run to at least $8 billion.
Such a figure would make the TFX by far
the most costly single plece of military goods
in history. Some observers In and outslde
Washington expect the cost to rise above $10
billion before the program ends, and a few
peg the ultimate bite even higher.

In a day when every defense dollar counts—
or so inslsts Secretary of Defense Robert S.
McNamara, the man who does the counting—
such astronomical funding surely ranks the
F-111 as something speclal. And so it is.
The first military plane conceived, designed
and developed on a biservice basis, the F-111,
off its advance notices, rates as the most ver-
satile aircraft in the Nation’s growing arsenal
of conventional weaponry. For the Air Force,
it will serve as the primary tactical air-strike
vehicle. For the Navy, a slightly modified,
carrier-based model will seek to maintain air
superiority at sea. What's more, the Pen-
tagon 1s working to find further applications
for what may be a truly all-purpose plane.

Nevertheless, there are signs that the $8
billion TFX program may prove something
less than the biggest bargain in the budget.
For one thing, despite all the bullish predic-
tions of Mr. McNamara's band, the actual
number of F-111's which the military intends
to build has been shrinking. What undeni-
ably is going up is the program’s cost: each
plane may run nearly 50 percent more than
Mr. McNamara’s famed *“cost-effectiveness”
experts had forecast. Worse still, the TFX
has run into a number of technical snags
which are likely to delay the program and
diminish the effectiveness of the alircraft.

Under the best of circumstances, the Alr
Force and the Navy both would get less of &
plane than either wanted. From the onset,
compromises and tradeoffs were necessary to
squeeze contradictory specifications into a
single design. As things stand now, the Air
Force, which had to give less ground and
more urgently needs the new planes, seems
firmly committed to the F~-111. However, the
Navy, unhappy with the TFX from the start,
has become increasingly disenchanted. To
keep the simmering controversy within the
Pentagon from boiling over, more tinkering
with the supposedly set program is certaln—
and just as certaln not to please everybody.
Like the ill-fated Edsel, in which Mr. Mec-
Namara also had a hand, the TFX may wind
up satisfying neither buyers nor sellers. It
also may lead to this long-overdue revision of
Clemenceau’s famous dictum: War is too im=-
portant to be left to civilians.

As it shapes up on the drawing boards, of
course, the F-111 is quite a chunk of air-
plane. Compared to any TU.S8. tactical
fighter—or that of any other country—Iit's a
superior machine, distinctly advancing the
state of the art of military aerodynamics.
Big as the B-29 of World War II, the two-
man jet 1s designed to fly faster than twice
the speed of sound, outmaneuver, and out-
climb any present or potential enemy at-
tacker, bristle with an unmatched assort-
ment of bombs and missiles. Nor is that all.
The first production plane ever to be fitted
out with swept wings of variable geometry
(they pivot back and forth in flight at the
pilot's comand), the F-111 is unique in com-
bining two aerodynamic capabilities which
usually are mutually exclusive: supersonic
swiftness and high lift. The plane, in other
words, can operate just as effectively at very
low altitudes and speeds as it can =zZoom
in the farthest reaches of the wild blue
yonder.

Hence, the TFX should find it a breeze
to take off and land on alrcraft carriers and
austere jungle clearings. Its planned mis-
sions range from “loitering"” for hours as a
naval task force watchdog to tactical strike
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sorties—dashing under the radar defenses of
an inland tagget, dropping its payload, fight-
ing off interceptors, and returning to its base
for another bomb load. Moreover, it’s so-
called ferry range of up to 3,000 miles with-
out refueling means that whole squadrons
could wing their way to any spot on the
globe  with unprecedented  swiftness.
Whether as an Air Force plane (officially the
F-111A) or its naval twin (the F-111B), in
short, the TFX could be worth its weight in
gold.

Moreover, this awesome aerial weapon, its
advocates proudly claim, is a real bargain.
Secretary McNamara, for one, has been de-
fending the TFX conceptually, contractually,
and costwise—before congressional commit-
tees virtually from the day in 1962 when he
awarded its development to General Dynam-
fcs Corp. Whatever it finally costs, says
the Secretary, by developing and building
essentially one plane for both services (the
components in the two versions are said to
be 85 percent identical), rather than two
separate aircraft, the Pentagon stands to
save §1 billion.

The final cost, to be sure, must be reckoned
not only in dollars and cents but also in
terms of the Nation's security. It has been
5 years since the Air Force and Navy set
down their respective requirements for new
tactical aircraft. Both services plan to re-
place existing air fleets by the end of this
decade. Accordingly, the F-111 must do
more than prove it can get off the ground and
flap its ungainly wings. It must convince
the admirals as well as the generals that
it can outperform anything the other side
may come up with in the next 15 years or
s0. What's more, it must do so soon. Fis-
cal 1966, it appears, 1s the year of decision.

To all outward appearances, the program
enters this critical period fiying high, wide
and handsome. Development schedules
have been met, or exceeded by General Dy-
namies, the prime contractor, and by Grum-
man Aircraft, its principal subcontractor
with responsibility for key airframe sections
and final assembly of the Navy version,
General Dynamics, in fact, has earned a tidy
$800,000-plus in incentive bonuses on its
early work. Its sprawling Fort Worth (for-
merly Convair) plant and Grumman's age-
scarred facility on Long Island already are
beginning to hum with wartime urgency.

In recent months, the airplane has visibly
taken shape. At Fort Worth, five F-111A"s
have been turned out, as the project’s proto-
type production now approaches a rate of one
a month. In May, Grumman rolled out the
Navy's F-111B No. 1 right on time. All told,
F-111's have logged over 75 test flights. TUn-
der the original contract for R.D.T. & E. (re-
search, development, test and evaluation),
awarded 214, years ago, the contractors are
to supply another 13 Air Force and 4 Navy
models experimentally, while ironing out pro-
duction kinks.

Last April, without awalting further re-
sults, the Pentagon put its money where its
faith 1s by granting General Dynamics a
production contract. The award covers an
unusually long 4-year run. It calls for de-
livery of 431 F-111's through 1969, all but 24
in the Air Force version. Detalled negotia-
tions still are in progress, but the Defense
Department has disclosed that the order will
exceed 21.5 billilon. At the same time, it re-
vealed to Congress that it plans an eventual
procurement of some 1,600 F-111's.

What's more the TFX may attract demand
from other sources. For one thing, the Pen-
tagon has been busily hustling orders from
our Allies. Thus, Australia has signed up
for 24 F-111's for its air force, while Britain,
which decided not to build a tactical fighter
of its own, took an option on 120 of the
planes. Even the West Germans have been
approached by Mr. McNamara's salesmen.

The U.S. Air Force, meanwhile, which so
far is committed to the F-111's only for its
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Tactical Air Command (TAC), is eyeing an
adaptation for possible use in its strategic
(SAC) squadrons as well. Both the Navy
and the Air Force are considering a longer-
range reconnaissance model. Finally, the
Federal Aviation Authority, under its newly
designated head, General Willlam F. McEee
(who was a key Air Force officer during the
TFX source selection process), may decide
to use the F-111 in extensive studies of the
variable wing, for possible application on
the stretched-out supersonic transport (SST)
program.
THE NUMBERS GAME

The F-111, all this might suggest, is as
hot a plane in the market as it is on paper.
Like chickens, however, military alrcraft in
development never can be counted before
they hatch. The ill-fated B-70 superbomber
and, for that matter, the short-lived B-58
Hustler (which was to have kept GD's Fort
Worth plant busy for years, until it was
abruptly phased out in 1962) are two recent
reminders that military and political minds
can change. Indeed, the mind-changing
process has been going on, with very little
notice, in the TFX program, too.

Specifically, since 1961, the Pentagon has
made several “adjustments” in its long-
range planning for the F-111. During the
bitter design competition of 1961-62, In
which Boeing finally was eliminated, bidders
were told to base their proposals on a total
program of 1,460 Air Force and 231 Navy
planes, or nearly 1,700 in all. Then, in mid-
1963, when development had barely begun,
the Navy unexpectedly upped its overall buy
to 592 aircraft, putting the total for both
versions well over 2,000. By early 1065, in-
dustry Insiders, apparently with some as-
surance from the administration, were as-
suming a run of at least 3,000 F-111’s.

But the program presented in closed hear-
ings on Capitol Hill, a few months ago, re-
vealed a distinctly different set of numbers.
As noted, the planned total now is down to
1,800—of which 1,100 are to be F-111A's and
500 F-111B’s. Actually, the Pentagon is con-
tractually committed for the next few years,
at least, to just 431,

This deterioration may not count for much
over the long pull, of course. Indeed, the
numbers themselves have been well hidden
behind a smoke screen of Pentagon propa-
ganda (over and beyond the call of military
security). Behind the smoke, however, at
lease two factors are discernible that appear
to be cooling off some of the early enthusi-
asm. One is the mounting cost of the pro-
gram; the other, mounting evidence that the
plane itself may fail to measure up to
expectations.

SOME PAINFUL TRUTHS

On the first score, recent top-secret con-
gressional testimony revealed some hard
truths that must have been particularly
painful for the computerized whiz kids of
the Pentagon. A major element in General
Dynamics’ winning proposal 3 years ago, Mr.
McNamara later emphasized, was its “cost
realism.” Though submitting a higher bid
than Boelng, General Dynamics was ad-
judged more realistic because it took into
account probable future developmental prob-
lems. In the end, the company proposed to
develop and build 1,700 TFX planes for a
total price of $5.8 billlon—roughly $3.4 mil-
lion apiece.

Experience, however, has caused the cus-
tomer to go back to his computers. The cost
per plane over the life of the program now
is figured at about $4.5 million—a 30-percent
markup in 30 months. (According to one
admiral, the first four production F-111B's—
that part of the Navy's share funded in the
fiscal 1966 budget—wlll average $35 million
aplece.) A realistic projection, though, still
seems hard to come by. For sinece the total
program, by the latest Pentagon estimate,
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will cost $7.78 billion, the 1,600 alrplanes
involved actually will average out at nearly
$4.9 million each. Furthermore, no one be-
lieves the end to escalation is in sight.

BACK TO THE DRAWING BOARDS?

The spiraling costs, as it happens, trace
to both unexpected technical difficulties and
changes required in the winning design to
meet minimum operational specifications.
These problems are far from overcome at the
moment; some are proving particularly
stubborn. In fact, there is a noticeable un-
dercurrent of concern in Washington—evi-
dent at recent hearings, if not in the cor-
ridors of the Pentagon—that, the F-111 may
fall short of Air Force hopes and almost
certainly will prove less of an airplane than
the Navy had bargained for.

Ironically, such fears were foreshadowed
in the stormy TFX probe conducted in 1963
by Senator JoHN McCrLELLAN's Permanent
Investigations Subcommittee. While rais-
ing a number of questions about the pro-
cedures by which the contractor was se-
lected, the hearings yielded some revelations
that won scant attention in the general
press. The most significant of these was
that Boeing’s losing design outscored the
winning one in most performance charac-
teristics and, accordingly, was the over-
whelming choice of the top service brass,
including the technical men assigned to eval-
uate the competing proposals. Now, 2
years down the road, the General Dynamics
alrplane is shaping up as vulnerable for
weaknesses pinpointed by the Pentagon's
own experts.

For one thing, it is seriously overweight.
This could both shorten the Air Force's
ferrying range and hobble the Navy's ability
to get on and off its carriers. TAC wanted
an aircraft that could span the Pacific with
a single refueling (as Boeing’s design prom-
ised to do). The F-111A may, however, need
as many as three refuelings.

The Navy had placed a maximum limit on
“gross takeoff weight"” (which includes fuel,
equipment, bombs and crew) of 50,000
pounds. It was forced to up the ceiling
to 55,000 pounds, In a tradeoff, to give the
Alr Force better supersonic dash qualities.
When the General Dynamics proposal was
declared the winner, its design already blue-
printed a plane which the computers said
would weigh 63,600 pounds (1 ton more
than Boeing's). :

Actually, despite heroic efforts by both
major contractors to cut every unnecessary
ounce, the first F-111B rolled off the assem-
bly line at a whopping 70,000 pounds. One
result is that the Navy is spending $170 mil-
lion this year to strengthen 2 of its 15 attack
carriers, in order to accommodate the un-
expectedly heavy plane; at that, only 9 of
the presently commissioned flattops will
handle it.

SPUTTERING ENGINE

Nor is overweight the program's only head-
ache, The F-111's twin engines, built by
Pratt & Whitney (division of United Alr-
craft), have been kicking up. Pratt &
Whitney was selected in the competition 8
years ago because its motor was in an ad-
vanced stage of development; a rival pro-
posal by General Electric (incorporated in
Boeing's first bid) was ruled out because it
would not be ready for 2 years. But, In
ground tests to date, the Pratt & Whitney
engine has failed to achieve either the power
or the endurance demanded by the military.

Moreover, “marrying” the engine to the
plane has caused unforeseen aerodynamic
problems. Owing to insufficient wind-tun-
nel testing, the estimates of alr flow at the
Jet intakes used by General Dynamics en-
gineers proved far off the mark. To date,
redesign of the inlet area has falled to cor-
rect the difficulty. Unless it 1s corrected
soon, the first slippage in the overall TFX
program schedule will result. So admits no
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less an authority than the F-111's project di-
rector at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base,
Ma]. Gen. John L. Zoeckler.

Finally, the Navy's version of the F-111
has hit still another snag—this one peculiar
to its weapons-system makeup. The trouble
lies in a new missile called the Phoenix.
This deadly bird, for the admirals, is a vital
part of the program. The F-111B could be
outfitted with conventional missiles (such as
the Sidewinder and Sparrow); however, only
armed with the longer-ranged, more sensi-
tive, alr-to-alr Phoenix would the fleet en-
joy the range and punch it deems absolutely
necessary to do its job in the 1970's.

Under development by Hughes Aircraft
(like Pratt & Whitney, as assoclate price
contractor dealing directly with the Govern-
ment), the Phoenix already is a year behind
schedule. The big drags: an inadequate
guidance system (bullt by the usually reli-
able computer manufacturer, Litton Indus-
tries); and an inability, on the part of the
General Dynamics-Grumman team, to find
& way to mount the missile eficlently on the
alrcraft.

TO BUY OR NOT TO BUY

To be sure, the Navy, according to Pen-
tagon sources, can wailt until after 1970 be-
fore it must begin phasing out its F—4 jets.
By contrast, TAC ought to start replacing
F-105 squadrons in the next few years. Be
that as it may, the delays and redesigns in-
evitably will add vastly to the cost of the
TFX. Hence, Secretary McNamara's cost-
effectiveness inevitably will diminish further
on a weapons system already difficult to jus-
tify in terms of dollars and cents.

Significant, then, are statements from top
military brass (transcribed at the appropria-
tlons hearings) purporting to explain why
both services lately have altered their plans
for making the F-111 operational. The Ailr
Force, Congressmen were told, will stretch
out its modernization because it finds that
it can get more mileage than expected out
of present equipment. The Navy, for its part,
decided against replacing today's carrler
planes with F-111Bs on a one-for-one basis,
Its reasoning: rather than doubling the
fleet’s fighter power, it could maintain its
present strength by merely subbing one
F-111 for every two F—4s—clearly, the TFX
is twice as good as its predecessor—or per-
haps twice as expensive.

The hard faet 1s that the Navy—while
officially still in line for 500 of the planes
(to the Air Force’s 1,100), according to the
Pentagon's master plan—has agreed to take
only 24 of that first 431 actually on order
for delivery through 1869. Plainly, the Navy
still has not made up its mind whether to
go all the way with the TFX. In a heavily
censored transcript of the recent hearings,
the admirals revealed their doubts. “We
need what (the PF-111) can provide
us, * * *” admitted Rear Adm. W. I. Martin,
Deputy Chlef of Naval Operations (Air).
“But we would like to fly this airplane
sufficiently to make sure that it would be
a completely useful aircraft before we make
a commitment for procurement.”

The official administration view, to be sure,
remains completely free of doubts. This
undeviating cheerfulness, in part, may stem
from a curious memorandum distributed by
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Public
Affairs, Arthur Sylvester, last year. The gist
of the message was an order that hence-
forth, in all publicity or public statements,
the F-111 will be described in such a man-
ner as to make it clear that (it) will meet
the requirements of the Alr Force's tactical
alr mission, the Navy's cdrrier-based mission
and the fighter mission of the Marine Corps.

IRREVOCABLY COMMITTED

The Pentagon’s civillan secretariat, in
short, is irrevocably committed to the success
of the TFX as it has been to few other proj-
ects in recent history. The F-111A, said Sec-
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retary McNamara recently, “‘is proceeding very
well indeed.” As to the F-111B, while it is
“plagued by two difficulties (weight and the
Phoenix) * * * I have no doubt that with
the weight reduction program and other pos-
sible modifications we will be able to develop
a very satisfactory alreraft for the Navy.”
Conceivably, Mr. McNamara's confidence
ultimately will be justified. At the moment,
though, the snags in the TFX program, as
Barron’s will detail further, make this an
open question. After all, confldence and de~
termination—even when combined with a
decade of planning and the efficiency of De-
troit—were not enough to save the Edsel.

[From Barron's National Business and
Financlal Weekly, Aug. 16, 1965]

Too MucH, Too LaTe: THAT ABOUT SUMS
Ur THE CURRENT STATUS OF THE TFX

(Nore—Thls is the second In a series of
articles on the controversial F-111 Air Force-
Navy fighter plane, by staff writer J. Richard
Elliott, Jr.)

As President Johnson bustled about Wash-
ington last week, signing an $8 billion hous-
ing bill here and authorizing a $280 million
health and research center there, briefing
contingents of Congressmen on foreign policy
at one moment and creating at the next a
task force *“of the great experts of this
Nation * * * to tell me and tell America
where we are going and how we are going
to get there,” the Great Society hurried to-
ward is rendezvous with destiny. Mean-
while, at the Pentagon, the lights were burn-
ing late, as the generals and admirals sought
to make vital command decisions on how to
deploy the additional $1.7 billion in emer-
gency funds—downpayment on a far larger
sum—earmarked for southeast Asia. Ac-
cording to reports from the Capltol, Defense
Secretary McNamara suddenly must spend
billions to buy 0ld—10 years or more, in some
cases—but avallable (and, fortunately, re-
liable) U.S. alrcraft like the Boeing B-47,
Republic’s F-105, McDonnell's F-4 (the
“Phantom IT"), Lockheed’s “Starfighter,” and
perhaps the propeller-driven Douglas A-T.
Even the highly touted whiz kids, it ap-
pears, cannot fight today’s wars with to-
mMOITOW'S Weapons.

Wherever else it may be going, the United
States is marching off to war—inadequately
armed and equipped as wusual. Nobody
doubts that the Natlon’s so-called military-
industrial establishment sooner or later will
do the job. But what a commentary on the
preparedness policies launched at the Pen-
tagon 5 years ago and hailed, even today, on
nearly every side. Specifically, when Secre-
tary McNamara and his computers took over
at Defense, plans for a new Air Force varia-
ble-wing plane, designed to cost around $2.5
million apiece, were ready for his signature.
The Navy was equally eager to launch de-
velopment of a new fighter for its carrier-
based tactical squadrons. Instead the whiz
kid from Ford conceived the TFX-—one all-
purpose alreraft for both services. After
nearly a year of inter-service opposition, the
Secretary of Defense convinced the Chiefs
of Staff to embark on a joint-development
effort. Although one contractor, Boeing, was
ready with an acceptable design, 13 months
later, after an unprecedented four-round
source-evaluation marathon, another com-
pany, General Dynamlcs emerged with the
contract. A year after that—following a
stormy but inconclusive investigation by a
Senate committee—plans were finalized and
work begun,

Today, as Barron's has reported and is
prepared to detail much further, that de-
velopment program is beset with technical,
operational, managerial and financial diffi-
culties. The fiying Edsel, quite simply, is
yet to take wing in meaningful numbers.
The incredible program is expected to cost
at least $8 billion, assuming it continues as
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planned; its ultimate cost remains to be seen.
What the 3-year delay wrought by Becretary
McNamara and his band has cost the Nation
in battle readiness, however, is clear.

In the jolting words of John Stack, “father
of the TFX"” (and now vice president and
director of Republic Aviation) : “There could
have been a work statement on the varlable-
wing tactical fighter plane in 1960. They
could have been flylng prototypes at least by
1963. Here you are just now flyilng proto-
types in 1965.”

In a Pentagon that prides itself on de-
cisionmaking the TFX has been one long
chronology of delay. Its whole story has
never been told—but it's well worth telling
today. The Tactical Fighter, Experimental,
originated in a concept evolved by staff mem-
bers of the National Advisory Committee for
Aeronautics (NACA), predecessor to the
post-sputnik NASA. Directed by Mr. Stack,
the NACA/NASA team developed a basic
design—called variable geometry—Tfor an air-
craft with movable wings. When extended
straight out from the fuselage, the wings
afforded high 1lift as well as aerodynamie
control at low altitudes, swept all the way
back, they formed the classic Delta con-
figuration of the supersonic jet; pivoted to
a position somewhere in between, they per-
mitted both Ilong-distance medium-speed
cruising and supersonic dashes at treetop
level. Hence, one plane that could perform
a variety of missions became theoretically
possible.

Before long, Mr. Stack’s group had aroused
the interest of all three military services.
Sensing the mounting interest, the aero-
space Industry plunged into competition en
masse. General Dynamics began small-scale
testing at Langley Pield’s wind tunnel late in
1959; Boeing, ahead of the pack, had been
working closely with Stack's team (at its
own wind tunnel in Seattle) since early
1958. By mid-1960, the air arm indicated it
was ready to go ahead with a $2.2 billion
program for development and production
of TFX fighter-bombers. Deliveries were to
begin in 1865; the cost of some 840 planes
was projected at around $2.6 million each.
(As noted last month, the TFX now is ex-
pected to become operational for the Air
Force no earlier than 1967—and not before
1969 for the Navy, if at all—and is costing
some 85 million per plane.)

With a presidential election looming, how-
ever, the Elsenhower administration decided
to defer a final decision. President Ken-
nedy and Secretary McNamara came on the
scene with ideas of their own—controlled
response and cost effectiveness, to name two.
By the time the new Defense chief got around
to reviewing the TFX program, the variable-
wing Air Force plane seemed a once-in-a-
lifetime opportunity to put such theories to
the test. In brief, the notion struck Mr.
McNamara that a single TFX could be de-
signed that would meet the requirements of
all three services.

Army, Navy and Alr Force rebelled at the
idea. The Navy's concept of a light tactical
plane for carrier use would welgh at most
50,000 pounds, said the admirals, and pack
bigger wings than those the Air Force had
blueprinted on its 75,000-pound version.
(The Army, for its part, needed nothing so
big and costly as either model.) Both serv-
ices feared a long and inconclusive struggle
over conflicting technology. The Air Force
particularly was upset over the likelihood
that now it would not get its new planes by
1965.

After a long, hot summer, Mr. McNamara
had the last word. On September 1, 1961,
he sent out a memo, authorizing the start
of a joint development program. Leader-
ship and design specifications would be fur-
nished by the Air Force, but the Navy would
pass on any final version. The memo, draft-
ed by one of the top civilian aldes to Mr. Mc-
Namara, A. W. Blackburn, was historic for
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another reason: it introduced the estimate
of a $1 billion savings (over the cost of two
separate development programs) should the
project succeed. -

The military and fechnical experts now
regrouped themselves at Wright-Patterson
Field, in Dayton, Ohio. Mr. Blackburn, a
graduate of both the Naval Academy and
MIT, as well as an experienced aeronau-
tical engineer and jet pilot, became the
Pentagon’'s resident expert on the TFX.
Astonishingly, he has admitted that the fa-
mous billion-dollar-savings figure—which
was to become the main prop for the De-
fense Department's rationale—was estimated
without the aid of a computer, as nothing
more than a rough order of magnitude,
From first to last, moreover, he was a stanch
supporter of the concept of one plane for two
services. Thus it's significant that when
he resigned from the Defense Department
in 1963, he took exception to the way it had
all come out—the Secretary’s selection of
General Dynamics as prime contractor.
‘“There is no real, supportable case to be made
for his choice,” Mr. Blackburn wrote, “on the
grounds of operational, technical, manage-
ment, or cost considerations.”

COSTS PLUS

But that's another part of the story. Mr.
McNamara's decision, after all, was based
on cost realism. In testimony before the
Senate Permanent Investigations Subcom-
mittee, chaired by Senator JoEN McCLELLAN,
Democrat, of Arkansas, which Investigated
the TFX contract award throughout most
of 1863, he enumerated three main condi-
tions for the winning proposal. They were:
(1) Satisfaction of both services that “a
significant improvement to their tactical air
capablilities” could be achieved by the single
TFX; (2) “minimum divergence from a com-
mon design” (the concept that came to be
known as commonality), “compatible with
the separate missions of the Air Force and
Navy to protect the inherent savings of a
joint program”; and (8) ‘“demonstrably
credible understanding of costs (by the con-
tractor) both for development and procure-
ment of the complete TFX weapon sys-
m . % ""

After the marathon 13-month technical
evaluation, both final proposals were con-
.sidered “acceptable” to both services—that
is, they both met the first of Mr. McNamara's
conditions. (The Boeing bid—which made
use of such state-of-the-art breakthroughs
as titanium alloys, thrust-reversers and over-
head engine mountings—was adjudged vast-
ly superior in nearly every aspect of per-
formance, as will be seen.) General Dy~
namics was adjudged better on the second
or so-called commonality factor. Despite
a more complex design, finally, Boeing’s bid
was the lowest—and its proposal spelled out
what appeared to be a thorough and credible
understanding of costs,

BEHIND THE LOW BID

There were several good reasons why.
Pirst, Boeing had established a cost record
far superior to that of General Dynamdies.
Boeing had come up with fewer overruns;
General Dynamics, contrariwise, had been
plagued by them in several of its military
programs. In commercial competition, where
costs are even less flexible, Boeing's domi-
nance in the market was clear.

In addition, Boeing—a more profitable
concern—could afford to cost its administra-
tive expenses below its rival's. Boeing fur-
ther proposed to develop and build the fight-
er-bomber at one plant, in Wichita, while
General Dynamics’ plans called for eplitting
the final assembly between its Fort Worth
(Air Force-owned) facility and Grumman's
plant in New York.

Boeing also proposed to use a production
technique which it had perfected (and
gained no little fame thereby in the trade)
on other large-volume contracts involving

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE)

similar but not identical planes. Rather
than investing in separate tooling for un-
common (but comparable) parts, the firm
would use the same computer-directed tools,
simply equipping them with two sets of pro-
gramed instructions. The practice had en-
abled Boeing to turn out cheap EC-135 tank-
ers with tools that doubled on B-52 bombers.

Finally, Air Force statistics (developed on
many other contracts with both concerns)
showed a wide disparity in both labor rates
and productivity at Fort Worth and Wichita.
From 1956 through 1961, Boeing at Wichita
consistently ranged well below the industry’s
average of direct manpower hours per pound
of aircraft produced. By contrast, General
Dynamics/Fort Worth had required between
double and triple the industry’s average
workforce per pound. (The Pentagon claims
that Fort Worth typically produced more
sophisticated aircraft than Boeing’s bombers
and tankers, but this scarcely would explain
so marked a different; bombers and tankers,
too, are complex pieces of machinery.) Asto
wage rates, an average difference of 72 cents
hourly existed between Forth Worth and
Wichita. Projected on a program involving
nearly 2,000 airplanes (the figure then like-
ly), wages alone gave Boelng a potential cost
advantage of several hundred million dollars.

CAN FIGURES LIE?

Thanks to such factors, the Seattle-based
company proposed a total price for develop-
ment and production of 1,700 TFX aircraft
of $5.36 billion; General Dynamics came up
with a figure of $5.46 billion. Air Force
evaluators gquickly discovered that the two
bidders were really further apart, since the
respective proposals failed to include all the
necessary program costs in comparable ways.
Adjusting the two bids, the Air Force put
Boeing's proposal up to $5.39 billion; General
Dynamics shot up to $5.8 billion,

The two proposals differed even more strik-
ingly in their respective bids for the research,
development, test and evaluation (General
Dynamics)
Boelng’s price was $466.6 million; adjusted
by the Ailr Force to include comparable sup-
port items and accounting methods, it be-
came $576.8 million, General Dynamics bid
of $543.5 million, after adjustment, became
$711.2 million—over 23 percent higher. The
Wright-Patterson valuation team, mean-
while, made its own independent estimates
of what the programs would cost—roughly
$900 million in either case, but with Boeing’s
still likely to be the lower by a meaningful
amount,

The team, however, made up of outstand-
ing technical experts, focused on technical
and operational criterla in the two design
proposals, and on that basis unanimously
and consistently recommended Boeing. Their
evaluation was passed along, In a kind of
ad hoc chain of command, to a Source Selec-
tion Board, composed of senior military and
naval officers (mostly of general or flag rank).
The board was charged with making a joint
recommendation, on behalf of both services,
directly to the service Secretaries. Tradi-
tlonally the judgment of such a board is
accepted as concluslve.

UNANIMOUS VOTE

Late in October 1962, for the fourth time
since the previous January, the Source Selec-
tion Board cast a unanimous vote for Boeing's
lower-cost bid. But, Mr. McNamara's hand
of civilians found the word from the admirals
and generals still far from persuasive. In
particular, the Secretary of Defense was
troubled by what appeared to his computer-
like mind to be an obvious contradiction.

Here was Boeing, with a clearly lower bid.
Yet according to the evaluation, General
Dynamies was supreme in the matter of
commonality. How could Boeing propose to
make two different airplanes, cheaper than
General Dynamics could turn out one?
What had become of the billion dollars which

contract immediately at stake.
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commonality was designed to yleld? Still
worse, how could the Air Force evaluators,
in projecting realistic costs, possible have
come up with the same basic contradiction,
showing General Dynamics bid relatively
higher? Boeing's costs, he decided were sus-
pect. The decision, in effect, had been drag-
ging on now for nearly 3 years. It seemed at
last to be on hand. In order to resolve this
dilemma, Secretary McNamara decided a few
more days could be well spent, He ordered
Air Force Secretary Eugene M. Zuckert to find
the answers.
MISSION TO DAYTON

The Alr Force Chlef promptly dispatched
James E, Willlams—no accountant, but an
assistant to the deputy assistant secretary—
to the remote outpost at Dayton. After sev-
eral days of poring over the books and sip-
ping coffee with the natives at Wright-Pat-
terson, Mr. Willlams returned to Washington
and, on November 17, 1963, dutifully fired off
a memo to his chief. Briefly, he reported
that he was “Impressed with the apparent
thoroughness” of the Air Force cost esti-
mates, and sought to explain why they came
out lower on Boeing’s evaluation than on
General Dynamics’,

“The Alr Force estimates,” he wrote, “in
each case represent a much more realistic
estimate of what the presently defined pro-
gram will cost.” However, “negotiations with
both contractors (though not recommended)
would result in a lower contract price with
Boeing.” This was so because (1) they'd
start at a lower level, (2) spread their over-
head on a larger base, (3) hourly rates at
Wichita were significantly lower, (4) Boeing
proposed large guantity tooling rather than
Just enough to get through the research, de-
velopment, test, and evaluation phase, and
{6) Boeing’s past performance shows they can
beat the industry man-hour averages. This
fact plus the company desire to support this
reputation will tend to contribute to a lower
contract price,

Having taken note of several reasons for
Boeing's outstanding bid, Willlams some-
how managed to write this contradictory and
almost incomprehensible summary. Because
it came closer to the high Alr Force esti-
mates, “The General Dynamics cost proposal
is more realistic than the Boeing. * * *Ac-
cording to General Dynamics, the TFX fits
somewhere between the F-106 (a General
Dynamics fighter plane) and the B-58 (a
General Dynamics bomber) and their pro-
posal reflects this thought throughout.
Boeing, apparently, approached the proposal
in a more thoughtful manner. * * * Boeing
actually submitted more detall in support of
thelr cost. Measured by almost any cost
standard the Boeing cost is low. The repu-
tation of the pricing people at Boeing argues
against gross mistakes., The whole Boeing
cost proposal is set in optimism to the extent
of bragging on company capability.”

Willlams signed off the memo with this
parting shot: “As I was leaving, they (the
Wright-Patterson people) gave me a quote
which seemed appropriate enough to pass
on to you: ‘There is hardly anything in the
world that some man cannot make a little
worse and sell a little cheaper, and the peo-
ple who consider price only are this man’s
pray.' "

MEMO FROM ZUCKERT

This incredible document seemed to re-
solve the matter in Mr. Zuckert’s mind. On
November 21, 3 days before the public an-
nouncement, Secretary Zuckert sat down to
write his own memorandum for the record.
This. 5-page paper—signed also by Navy
Secretary Fred EKorth, reviewed by Deputy
Defense Secretary Roswell Gilpatric and ap-
proved by Secretary McNamara—became one
of the most celebrated exhibits in the TFX
case. It seeks to explain and justify the
choice of General Dynamics. Whether it
also served as an ald to Mr. McNamara in
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reaching his own final decision never has
been clear; ostensibly, it is the recommen-
dation of the two service secretaries to their
superior, and thus a basis for his choice.
Even in the memo-mesmerized Pentagon,
however, it is hard to believe that so weighty
& matter could be resolved on such flimsy
evidence.

For the famous Zuckert memo is shot
through with inconsistencies, inaccuracles,
and illogic. For example, it begins by ac-
knowledging the competition as by far the
most comprehensive source-selection evalu-
ation in our experience—falling to mention
that the results of the officially designated
source-selection and evaluation teams had
been summarily rejected.

Then the memo proceeds to demonstrate
how “the TFX design represents a significant
advance in the state-of-the-art, and results
in a weapons system superior to those now
in production for either service.” As proof
it offers a comparison of the TFX and the
F-4C, using the General Dynamics version
of the TFX as an example. Unfortunately,
the figures used were not those for the Gen-
eral Dynamics plane but, curiously, similar
to those from the Boeing design.

This was hard to explain to the inquisitive
McClellan panel, but Secretary Zuckert tried.
*“Perhaps this has happened to you Senator,”
replied the Secretary glibly. “"What happened
is when the last draft of this memorandum
came out of the typewrlter, I thought it
would be better to have the General Dynam-
ics figures, seeing the decislon went for Gen-
eral Dynamics. I sent somebody out to get
the figures. They took them off the chart
that was developed * * * when we were
comparing representative performances.”

FACT VERSUS FANCY

According to the Air Force team'’s evalua-
tion—which never found its way into the
memo or any of the other data all four Sec-
retaries claim to have studied—Boeing en-
joyed a spectacular superiority in perform-
ance. Though the actual figures still remain
classified, here’s a sample of how the re-
spective General Dynamics and Boeing data
compared: Ferry range, Boeing's, 1,100 miles
greater. Reaction time (to an alert) in sub-
zero climates: Boeing’s, twice as fast. Land-
ing distance required, over a 50-foot obstacle:
Boeing's, 680 feet less. Welght of Boeing's
Navy version: 2,208 pounds less. Navy
loitering missions: Boelng's outlasted Gen-
eral Dynamic's plane by 30 minutes on one
mission, by 514 times on the other. On inter-
cept missions, Boelng's range was 177 miles
greater. In ordnance loading capabllity,
Boeing's was 11 percent greater with wings
tight, 69 percent greater with wings out-
stretched. Ordnance-variety carrying capa-
bility—PBoeing's higher in every weapon from
nuclear bombs to alr-to-air missiles, by fac-
tors ranging from 44 to 250 percent.

Off to so damaging a start, the Zuckert
memo never slackens its pace. It concen-
trates on proving that General Dynamics’
plane would in fact turn out to be both bet-
ter and cheaper. Here is the conclusion:
“We should accept the General Dynamics
proposal on the basis that it proposes the
greater degree of commonness, contemplates
the use of conventional materials, provides
the higher confidence In structural design
and offers the better possibility of obtaining
the aircraft desired on schedule and within
the dollars programed.” (The questions of
materials and structural design, relating to
factors to be reviewed by Barron’s, refer to
technical cholces between the two designs
which affected welght and performance. In
both areas General Dynamics has been hav-
ing problems with its actual F-111 program
3 years later. Neither convention nor confi-
dence has helped solve them.)

THAT COMMON TOUCH

First and foremost in Secretary Zuckert's
Judgment was that trusted old test of com-
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monality. Despite a concession that “the
Air Force gives a significant edge to the oper-
ational characteristics of the Boeing aircraft
(and) the Navy also favors Boeing's opera-
tional features but to a lesser degree * * *)”
the memo finds that Boeing is, in effect, pro-
posing two different airplanes from the
structural point of view. (In terms of con-
figuration and appearance to the naked eye,
it should be noted—as some of the Congress-
men did—Boeing's version actually looked
more alike than General Dynamics'.)

To prove his point, Mr. Zuckert cited
figures purporting to show the percentage
of total parts that were identical for the two
planes in each proposal: they gave an 85
to 60 percent edge to General Dynamics.
Even qualified on his own terms, these
figures turned out, after scrutiny by the
McClellan committee staff, to be inaccurate,
too. Moreover, what is the real test of com-~
monness? As Boeing spokesmen testified
when they finally got their chance, on the
basis of other possible comparisons—such as
number of parts similar, and made by identi-
cal tools—the Boeing design came out ahead.

The Zuckert memo, to this day regarded
as a kind of white paper for the McNamara
decision, more than anything else stirred the
McClellan committee into action. The Sen-
ators wanted to know just what these detalls
of cost realism really were, since the
record seemed to be overflowing with data
of all sorts except the financial. Soon after
the TFX hearings had begun, Senator Mc-
CrELLAN himself called in the Government
Accounting Office for help. On April 2, he
wrote to Joseph Campbell, the Comptroller
General:

“An important factor in the evaluation of
the proposals and the determination to
award the contract to General Dynamiecs
Corp. were cost standards * * * prepared by
the Air Force against which the proposals of
the bidders were applied * * * as a method
of evaluating (their) reliability * * *. The
subcommittee would like to have the GAO
make an Independent review of the eost
standards prepared by the Ailr Force and
used by the Department of Defense in mak-
ing its decision.” r

Senator McCrenran thoughtfully sent a
copy of the letter with a request for Penta-
gon cooperation along to Secretary McNa-
mara. Almost immediately, the Secretary
himself replied to the Senator with the news
that has since become an accepted part of
the McNamara mystique but at the time, 4
months after the contract award, was quite
stunning.

“The fact is,” Mr. McNamara wrote, “at the
secretarial level the cost estimates prepared
by the Air Force were considered so unreli-
able * * * that they could not be used as a
foundation for the source selection.”

The Senator from Arkansas is not easily
fazed. Wryly, he addressed another letter
to the Comptroller General: “In view of the
letter from the Secretary of Defense, my re-
quest should be modified. * * * It is re-
quested that you review the cost studies used
at the secretarial level (to determine why
the Air Force estimates were ‘unreliable’)
* » * (and) I would like you to review the
cost estimates and related cost data actually
used by the Secretary In reaching his de-
cislon.”

THE MISSING RECORDS

Two weeks later, a reply came back from
Mr. Campbell that eaused even Senator Mc-
CLELLAN to raise his shaggy eyebrows. It
reported that the Defense Secretary told
GAO that the Alr Force estimates dealt with
a “hypothetical airplane,” and so were useful
to the Pentagon in gaging “the probable cost
of the total TFX program,” but not for com-
paring “the inherent differences in"the two
designs.” The Comptroller General added:
“However, we have found no independent or
additional cost estimates covering the TFX
program as & whole, and the Secretaries have
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informed us that none exist. Both Secretary
McNamara and Secretary Zuckert have stated
to us that the conclusions reached by them
were on the basis of their judgment, rather
than on independent cost studies. * * * We
therefore do not believe any further review
* * * on our part would serve any useful
purpose.”

The subcommittee reacted quickly to this
distressing account. On May 1, the Govern-
ment's chief auditor and a number of his
examiners were summoned. A team of GAO
experts, Mr. Campbell testified, after talk-
ing with Secretary McNamara for over an
hour on April 16, had determined that no
cost records, indeed, were anywhere to be
found at the Pentagon. They then were ad-
vised by a general in the corridor to take
their search to Wright-Patterson Field.
Consequently, the GAO head sent two of his
top auditors to Dayton.

“We found that the Air Force flles con-
tain a wealth of raw data on completed and
recent aircraft programs,” one of the inves-
tigators told the fascinated committee mem-
bers, “but Colonel Linerooth’'s team could
not show us specifically how the Alr Force
estimates were developed or how the raw
data were applied.” Who was Colonel Line-
rooth? He was head of a special team sent
out by the Pentagon in advance of the GAO
agents (4 months after the declslon was
made) trying, as Senator McCLELLAN him-
self paraphrased the account, “to recon-
struct the records or do something.”

The worksheets used by the evaluation
team to transform raw data into estimates
were in fact a missing link. They “had
served their purpose,” the GAO men sald
they were told, and apparently had been
“destroyed in accordance with their nor-
mal procedure.”

Normal procedure? “As far as I personally
am concerned,” the Comptroller General put
in, “I was surprised that all records having
to do with this matter were not more care-
fully preserved and avallable for inspection
by our own Office.” At another point he
added: “I would expect the fullest kind of
documentation in this case for two reasons.
One is the enormous expenditure involved,
and second * * * (if it were I) in case I were
not around to explain something, the sup-
porting documents would be available.”
Were you surprised? BSenator MCCLELLAN
asked of Mr. Campbell. “I would have sug-
gested that our Office not get into this if I
did not think that the documentation was
avallable * * * with respect to financial
costs,” he replied succlnctly,

“ROUGH JUDGMENTS"

There was only one place in the Defense
Department where the cost data could be
found. “When it came time to examine the
records and we had access to anything we
wanted,” reported one member of GAO's
staff, “Secretary McNamara stated that he
had the figures in his head, indicating to us
that he did not have them on paper.” To
make sure they had heard right, the GAO
men asked a McNamara man, David E. Mc-
Giffert, who was present at the meeting and
took notes, to furnish them with a copy of
what was said.

In the form of a memo, naturally, the Mec-
Giffert account read in part: “The Secretary
said that after finding the Air Force esti-
mates inadequate * * * he had made rough
judgments of the kind that he had made for
many years with Ford Motor Co. It did not
take very much time to do this. Neither the
contractors' nor the Air Force estimates could
serve as an adequate basis for the kind of
judgment necessary.”

GAO man Newman, in his testimony, re-
called something more. Mr. McNamara had
stated that, back at Ford, “if they found
their cost estimates were off one-tenth of 1
percent, they dove back into them to find
out just where they had made a mistake.”
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But in this case, Mr. Newman was asked by
the committee counsel, “there is no indica-
tion whatsoever as far as you can see that Mr.
McNamara had made any effort to make any
independent cost survey of his own, and
there 1s no indication that he sent any
teams out to these companies to examine
their cost estimates?” “That is right, sir,”
sald the man from GAO.

DIVING BACK

The TFX committee did find, however, that
even as they probed, Mr. McNamara, at last,
was putting Ford-style teams into action.
Besides the one hunting down the missing
records at Dayton, there were two more hard
at work in the Pentagon. The point was
that he had not sent the teams “diving
back” into the data when he first began to
mistrust the official and contractor esti-
mates—which by his own testimony had been
about a year previous, and by his own
yardstick clearly were outside the acceptable
bounds of one-tenth of a percent. In any
case, the teams were busy in the spring of
1963, and one of the conscriptees described
the effort.

“At the end of the second week of (TFX)
hearings,” recalled Mr. Blackburn, “the
course of the investigation had become a
source of deep concern to the top echelons
of our Government, Top level talent was
made available at the Secretary of Defense
level to assist in preparing for defense of
Secretary McNamara's decision * * *.” Spe-
cifically, about a dozen Pentagon experts
were rounded up and grouped into two
teams. The Red team (Blackburn's) was
charged with putting together “the case for
Boeing, a kind of Devil's Advocate exercise
to assure that all possible challenges to the
Secretary's position were anticipated.” The
Blue team, headed by Pentagon Counsel Solis
Horwitz, had the job of “supporting the
decision made by Secretary McNamara some
4 months before.”

All but locked up in a Pentagon cubicle,
with slide rules and computers, the Red team
“worked essentially around the clock for 5
days.” They came up with the best case
they could make, a task that was “compara-
tively simple, as the superiority of the Boeing
proposal was well documented” The Blues
had the conference room adjoining the Sec-
retary’s office. They “could avail themselves
of General Dynamics if they chose, as that
company was under contract to the Govern-
ment * * *" and they came up with a case
for General Dynamics that was better than
the one the company itself had been able
to make at the time of the final proposals.
They did so, said Mr. Blackburn, because
they used data that had not been worked out
or did not even exist before.

Needless to add, the team assigned to de-
fend the Defense Secretary’s exposed flank
won again. But when Mr. McNamara asked
the “Reds"” to “concur * * *(on the basis of
newly computed data) * * * the profes-
sionals on the Red team would not accede
to such a proposition. * * * The idea that
a reevaluation of certaln selected items
in the design proposals could be realistically
verified without several weeks' intensive re-
view by a large team of unbiased experts, and
without working with both contractors, was
professionally repugnant to the members.”

As a result of the palace revolt, some of
the “Reds” soon resigned from the team and
from the Pentagon. Indeed, not the least
of the unexpected costs of the TFX decision
and its strange aftermath was a wholesale
exodus from military service of many of the
country’s top professionals—NASA's John
Stack and the Navy's Admirals Pirie and An-
derson (the latter removed as chief naval
officer and sent packing as Ambassador to
Portugal), to name just a few. Other con-
troversies played a part in some cases, to
be sure, but nothing in recent years has
rent the Pentagon so seriously as the sup-
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posedly unifying, biservice, superplane de-
velopment.

WHAT PRICE “REALISM"?

In view of this background, then, what has
happened to costs should surprise no one.
A comparison of the various estimates of pro-
jected costs on the principal item involved
in the contract—development of the air-
frame—illustrates the point. This part of
the fixed-price contract amounted to $486.6
million, including 9 percent as profit. Yet
General Dynamics, in its final proposal, had
estimated the airframe at $519.9 million as
its best and lowest bid, and the Air Force
evaluators pegged the same item (developed
and built according to General Dynamics’
proposal) at $616.8 million.

All told—including parts the prime con-
tractor would not supply—General Dynamics
sald it would cost $711 milllon to develop the
plane (and build 23 prototypes). The final
contracts, disregarding those ‘‘unreliable”
Alr Force estimates of some $900 million, ac-
tually were pegged to that figure. That was
“realism.” In reality, funding for the re-
search, development, test, and evaluation
phase of the F-111 program through fiscal
year 1966—before any funds earmarked by
Congress for procurement—totals $1,149 mil-
lion.

Meanwhile, of the prime contractor’s $47
million projected profit, some $356 million
(according to reliable estimates) already has
been nibbled away by costs which General
Dynamics will have to bear. What's more,
the development, testing, and evaluation pro-
gram is far from over for despite the recently
awarded procurement contract, Congress has
refused to authorize production tooling on
the Navy version of the plane.

It’s clear that problems like the trouble-
some Phoenix missile and the F-111's ex-
cess weight are taking their toll. So, too,
ironical is the TFX's crash-diet regimen—a
super-weight-improvement program called
“SWIP" and another reducing project called
“SCRAPE"—which belatedly seeks to get the
pounds off one way or another., Last March,
Rear Adm. A. M. Shinn, head of the Navy’s
Bureau of Weapons, called the weight-saving
task “a slzable effort and an expensive one
for the contractor, General Dynamics.”
These problems—the specific instances of
rising costs—will be analyzed in detail. The
real gap between Mr. McNamara's “realism”
and reality, however, traces to factors under-
lying the original TFX concept itself and
inherent in the making of the contract-
award decision.

In short, here was a program which, once
it became biservice in character, clearly had
grown into (and was so regarded) the biggest
and potentially most expensive military pro-
curement in Pentagon history. How, then,
could the Government go out of its way—
literally adding years to the ultimate delivery
of so vital a weapons system—in order to see
that the highest of two competitive bids
won? That unprecedented decision, and its
subsequent, unabashed justification, are of
more than historical interest. For the way
in which cost realism was determined in the
McNamara Pentagon 3 years ago not only
helps to explain the high costs of the F-111
today, but also raises unsettling gquestions
about the posture, efficiency, and managerial
capability of the Nation's entire Defense Es-
tablishment in this time of mounting world
crisis.

[From Barron's Natlonal Business
Financial Weekly, Aug. 30, 1965]
WiNG AND A PravEr: THE TFX, “BestT PLANE

Ever Bunt,” May Nor BE Goop ENOUGH

“F-111 program management was diverted
and distracted by the congressional investi-
gation. I attribute such problems as extra
weight directly to the fact that top people
were prevented from making appropriate
decislons at the proper time.” (Maj. Gen.

and
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John I. Zoeckler, USAF F-111 System Pro-
gram Director.)

“That’s the silliest, most asinine state-
ment I have ever heard. Mr. McNamara
said the best plane could be built by Gen-
eral Dynamics. Well, they've bullt it, and
it’s his airplane. They had better get busy
changing the design or the materials or
change their thinking on this commonality
business, and never mind about the com-
mittee, We're just watching and waiting.”
(Senator JoHN McCLELLAN, Democrat, of
Arkansas), Chairman, Permanent Investiga-
tions Subcommittee.)

v (ByJ. Richard Elliott, Jr.)

On October 15, 1964, in Fort Worth, Tex.,
under sunny skies and amid fitting fanfare,
the first Air Force model of the famous TFX
fighter-bomber rolled out at the U.S.-owned
plant of General Dynamics Corp. “On view
here today,” sald Secretary of Defense Rob-
ert S. McNamara pridefully, “is a weapon
system which some said could never be
made—(the F-111A) is unique. It is an
aircraft which fulfills two missions which
were previously considered contradictory or
mutually exclusive. For the first time in
aviation history, we have an airplane with
the range of a transport, the carrying capac-
ity and endurance of a bomber and the agil-
ity of a fighter-pursuit plane.”

UPS AND DOWNS

Two months later, the superplane took to
the air on its maiden flight and—although a
malfunctioning trailing-edge flap forced it
down in 20 minutes, 40 minutes sooner than
the engineers had intended—the TFX
proved it could get off the ground. There-
after, milestone followed milestone. On
flight No. 2 early in January, the plane
maneuvered its variable-geometry wings
while airborne, On March 5, 1965, during
its 10th experimental sortie, for the first
time it flew faster than sound.

Then, on May 18, high above the Long
Island facility owned by Grumman Aircraft
(the program’s major subcontractor), the
Navy’s first TFX—model No. 1 of the
F-111B—made its debut in the wild blue
yonder. “Two little micro-switches need
slight adjustment,” the test pilot noted upon
alighting, “That’s the only thing that didn't
operate perfectly.”

Indeed, just a week before, when Grum-
man conducted its own ceremonial rites of
rollout, Vice Adm, Paul H. Ramsey, Deputy
Chief of Naval Operations (Air) had pro-
claimed: “This is an incredible advance-
ment Iin the concept of an airborne
manned weapons system. Its adaptation to
the attack carrier is the focal point of our
efforts and hopes. Whatever normal diffi-
culties we experience we expect to overcome.
We are confident that the genius (of Grum-
man, abetted by General Dynamics) will
deliver—as usual.”

OFERATION FALLSHORT?

In the summer since, nothing has hap-
pened to discourage the F-111’s backers in
and out of the Pentagon. Undeniably, it is
the unique airplane Secretary McNamara
sald it is. Whether the TFX is an unquali-
fled success, however, is another question.
The record (see Barron's, July 12 and August
23), strongly suggests that in terms of time-
liness and dollars and cents the program
leaves much to be desired. From the tech-
nical and military standpoints, moreover,
the TFX also appears considerably less than
it’s cracked up to be. It may well prove
to be the most advanced aircraft in history
(it certainly will be the costliest and most
controversial). Yet, the evidence is mount-
ing that it won't be good enough for either
the Air Force or Navy.

The TFX originated in the design for an
Air Force tactical fighter-bomber. However,
its justification as an $8 billlon (or around
$5 million per copy) program always has
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been its vaunted flexibility. For example,
the superplane, it was early determined,
could double in brass as a strategic bomber.
Specifically, Mr. McNamara saw in it a new
plane for SAC, to replace the aging B-52's
when they become obsolete in the mid-1970's.
Now, however, hopes of any such early adap-
tation of the F-111 have all but faded, and
not only because some generals have stead-
fastly argued against stretching commonal-
ity too far. The so-called B-111, it turns
out, would offer no great improvement over
the newly modified planes in SAC’'s 1966
sguadrons.

NOT IN THE CARDS

More than a new strategic bomber, the
Air Force did want the RF-111, a recon-
nzissance version of the TFX, and wanted
it ready to fly when the new tactical bomber
went operational. This isn't in the cards,
either. “Last year we tentatively scheduled
the first operational units of RF-111's,” De-
fense Secretary McNamara told Congress a
few months ago. “It now appears that the
capability of the reconnaissance force will
be large enough to permit deferral of the
introduction of this mew aircraft. Pending
(restudy), the full development of the RF-
111 has been postponed and requirements
will be met with RF-101 and RF—4C squad-
rons"—both of which, on paper at least,
will be considerably hard put just to keep
up with the TFX,

What the Navy, for its part, wanted as
far back as 1962 (when the TFX contract
was awarded) was a new tactical fighter for
its carrier force “as quickly as we can get
it,” according to former Navy Secretary
Korth. He sald that he chose the less com-
plex and more realistic design proposed by
General Dynamics over that of Boeing, be-
cause he *“did not want to delay securing
that aircraft by adding complexity to it.”

But the Navy's plane, 83 years later, has
been delayed indefinitely. Only one F-111B
still has been flight-tested; radical design
changes now are being made. The House
Appropriations Committee, after reviewing
the status of this increasingly complex ma-
chine with the top Navy brass, turned
thumhbs down on a Pentagon request for
funds with which to start tooling up for
F-111B mass-production. The reason: “The
overall program has not advanced to this
mge'l!

CONTINENTAL CONS

Such straws in the wind, beyond Intimat-
ing that the TFX is suffering what the
Pentagon calls a stretchout, take on a special
significance when placed alongside other
negative elements. Overseas, for example,
the Pentagon has been busily trylng to drum
up trade for Mr. McNamara's premier prod-
uct. Australia signed up for 24 planes;
orders from Britain and even West Germany
were confidently expected to pour in. But
Bonn, working closely with French aircraft
interests, now is engaged In less cumbersome
variable-wing developments of its own, and
has taken itself off the list of possible TFX
patrons. Other continental powers, lacking
empires to oversee, similarly have come to
realize that the F-111 is just too big an air-
plane for their modest tactical needs.

No one yet knows what the Labor govern-
ment will do, under attack as it is for scut-
tling Britain's once-powerful alreraft indus-
try. In consequence, the United Kingdom
has become an importer of military planes.
But the Royal Air Force's recent agreement to
buy 40 of McDonnell's supersonic F-4C's
(with a July 1966 option for 110 more) and
the Royal Navy's plan to follow up with a
purchase of 140 F-4B's, leaves the TFX
pretty much out in the cold. True, the
British also have 10 F-111's on order, and
hold an option (extended to April) for an-
other 100 (at a reported price of $6 million
aplece); but it's clear that the PF-111A's
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planned range far exceeds the RAF's needs,
while the F-111B's weight is much too great
for any of the Royal Navy's relatively small
aircraft carriers. By comparison the re-
vamped $2 million “Phantom II's" (or F-4)
more nearly fills the bill.

As to the Pentagon’'s own procurement
plans, the F-111's seagoing limitations have
engulfed the program in doubt. That still-
to-be-completed R.D.T. & E. contract calls
for 18 Air Force and b Navy versions of the
plane—and the ultimate ceiling, as far as
the military mind can see, iz 1,600 F-111's.
A procurement contract for the first 431
TFX's was awarded to General Dynamics
earlier this year. Of the 407 F-111A's, the
Air Force (and the Aussies) hope to begin
receiving their first planes late next year;
immediately thereafter, to begin training
crews, maintenance and administrative per-
sonnel; and to start deployment of opera-
tional F-111A’s by late 1967 or early 1968.
But the Navy, in line for just 24 of these
first production models of the TFX, now
has indicated that 4 have been redesig-
nated as R. & D. planes—to work out the
persistent bugs. The remaining score of
F-111B's on order are not due before 1968-69,

F=1118 IN OUR FUTURE

Beyond this minimal commitment, how=-
ever, the admirals have refused to sign any
blank checks. Although the Pentagon
master plan has them down for an addi-
tional 475 planes, starting around 1969, the
Navy has yet to say unequivocally that it
will buy any more. Many other promising
developments are underway both here and
abroad; if fueled by sufficient funds, some
could put prototypes in the air before 1970.
The Navy is known to have done some ju-
dicious shopping around, just in case.

“We are greatly concerned about the
weight of the F-111B,"” sald Rear Adm. W. 1.
Martin, then Acting Deputy Chief of Naval
Operations (Air). (Shortly after, he became
Assistant Deputy, under Admiral Ramsey).
Added Admiral Martin: “It influences nearly
all of the performance figures in one way
or another. Welght growth at this point
can be a very serious thing, because aircraft
are known to grow even after the initial
production.”

What would the Navy do should it find it
cannot go ahead with large-volume procure-
ment of the F-111B? BSenator JOHN STEN-
w18, Democrat, of Mississippi, asked Admiral
Martin this question. *“We will use the F-4,"
he replied without hesitation: “It's a very
good alrcraft with some growth potential.
Then we will have to look for a follow-on
* * * make another try for a new plane.”

PROFOUND REPERCUSSIONS

Such a decision would have profound re-
percussions. To be sure, the Air Force even-
tually will buy at least its tactical fighter-
bomber version of the TFX in large num-
bers. But without the Navy's full-scale par-
ticipation, the F-111 obviously no longer
would become the biservice, all-purpose plane
which Secretary McNamara conceived—and
on which concept it was designed. That
projected $1 billlon savings would, as Mr,
McNamara himself once said, simply evap-
orate. The TFX would become a very ex-
penslve, not entirely suitable, plece of single-
purpose military goods. In short, like the
ill-fated Edsel, it would be an attraetive
product that failed to make ‘the grade.

Not all the blame for rising costs, delays
and disenchantment rests on such factors
as poor design, inadeguate planning or faulty
management., Like any weapons system, the
F-111 has benefited from new developments,
Like any defense program, moreover, it has
endured the run-of-the-mill setbacks for
which a prime contractor cannot be held ac-
countable. For example, the first Navy
plane rolled out by Grumman welghed some
8,000 pounds more than its final design al-
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lowed. But according to Air Force Maj. Gen.
John Zoeckler, overall F-111 project direc-
tor, “The Government is responsible for a
third of that growth.”

Responsible for some of the Government's
extra poundage, in turn, are a dozen major,
additional pieces of electronic gear which
the United States asked contractors to de-
sign into the plane. Of these, it might be
added, none is dispensable.

Government-furnished equipment—GFE,
as the jargon has it—also is behind some
of the more serious bottlenecks. This kind
of supporting gear—usually large and com-
plicated subsystems—Iis supplied directly by
the services to General Dynamics-Grumman
for final installation. But the Government
orders and pays for it, and otherwise is ac-
countable for what happens to it along the
way. In the TFX program there are two
associate contractors dealing directly with
the Pentagon. Hughes Afrcraft, in charge of
the Navy’s Phoenix air-to-air missile sys-
tem, and Pratt & Whitney (United Aircraft),
on the F-111's twin, TF-30 jet engines.

The latter almost threw a monkey wrench
into things this summer. After four con-
secutive prototype failures in 150-hour en-
durance tests, the first two production en-
gines were put on the test stand last June
and promptly fractured their blades. Late
last month, with new blades reset at new
angles, the engines passed the same tests,
thus completing their ground-endurance
(simulated-flight) qualification. Air Force
Secretary Zuckert described the engine-fail-
ure experience as “more or less routine * * *
ulcer-producing, but not much else.”

The engine still must prove it endurance
capability in actual flight, of course. Above
all, it must be equal to speeds considerably
above mach 1.2, which was as much as it
had to demonstrate in the test stand to make
the Initial qualification. Development, at
the moment, is said to be proceeding apace.

PHOENIX FLAP

The other major piece of GFE—the Phoe-
nix missile—has been bucking even rougher
headwinds, technically speaking. The air-
to-air missile, sleeker and longer range than
either of the fleet’s two operational deadly
birds, Sparrow and Bidewinder, will cost
five times as much as the more expensive of
that pair. In fiscal 19668, $70 million was
funded for its development—more than for
any other Navy missile except the big ICBM,
Polaris,

If all goes well, each P-111B is expected to
tote six of the new birds, probably mounted
three under each wing (although Dynamics
and Grumman have had trouble working out
the aerodynamics). Hence, privately owned
Hughes ultimately may get orders for as
many as 6,000 copies of the Phoenix, includ-
ing spares.

At the moment, though, all is not going
well. “It is not Hughes' fault,” says Rear
Adm. William E. Sweeney, deputy to General
Zoeckler in charge of the Navy's part of the
F-111 program. “We had the program mov-
ing too fast, trying to push the state of the
art farther than it's ever been pushed.

EXTT LITTON

Actually, what went wrong with the
Phoenix was its airborne missile controls
system (AMCS)—a computer developed by
Litton Industries 8 years ago. The trouble
simply is that the AMCS of 1962 has proved
not good enough for a missile still under
development in 1965,

The Navy took its time facing up to this,
but did have several backup programs going
{including another at Litton) agalnst the
contingency. Last month, to the astonish-
ment of Chairman Charles (“Tex") Thorn-
ton, the Litton computer quietly was dropped
from the Phoenix program. A brandnew
competition for the ACS subcontract was
initiated by Hughes and the Navy, with
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Sperry Rand, Control Data, and IBM re-
portedly among the leading contenders.

A few days before the blow fell, Mr.
Thornton told Barron's that he was unaware
of any serious difficulty in the program. In
the overall TFX program, meanwhile, Litton
remains a subcontractor to General Dynamics
for the navigation-attack system, a separate
hunk of avionics and one without any ap-
parent bugs so far. In any case, the switch
in Phoenix computers has caused project
designers and engineers virtually to start
again from scratch. It will delay the mis-
sile’s readiness, according to top Navy officers,
by at least a year.

Whether it will delay the overall F-111B
P that much, however, is not clear.
“The (F-111B) was intended to be about a
year behind the Air Force plans,” Admiral
Martin told Congress. Because of the Phoe-
nix delay, it can be later than that.”

The F-111B is incomplete without a sult-
ably advanced rocket like the Phoenix. The
Navy based its requirements for a TFX on
the perfect union of plane and bird; one
without the other, an extraordinarily expen=~
sive prospect, would sink Mr. McNamara's
cost-effectiveness test without a trace.

SATISFIED CUSTOMER?

At any rate, much has happened to the
TFX over which General Dynamics (or Grum-
man) had no control. But much has hap-
pened, too, for which General Dynamics is
plainly accountable. Some of the present
woes of the program trace back to the very
bases on which the contract was awarded
to General Dynamics. After considerations
of cost realism and commonality the deci-
slonmakers stressed three factors: (1) Man-
agerial competence; (2) design feasibility;
and (3) the preferability of solving weight
problems without resorting to new and com-
plicating materials like titanium. Critics
have tellingly attacked the program on all
three counts.

First is the question of managerial com-
petence. How well has the General Dynamics-
Grumman team performed? There is, to be
sure, ample evidence that the Pentagon is
satisfied. Not least was the procurement
contract last April, with its unusually long
4-year production run—awarded before the
F-111 actually had completed even half its
RD.T. & E. span, What's more, General Dy-
namics early this year picked up a tidy In-
centive bonus of some $875,000 by demon-
strating the variable geometry of the F-
111A's wings in flight fully 24 days before
the deadline.

General Dynamics’ management, not sur-
prisingly, feels it 1s doing quite a job.
(Grumman has made no recent public com-
ment on the subject.) "“The development
program,” President Roger Lewis sald in re-
ply to a stockholder's question at the annual
meeting last April, “is proceeding exactly as
could be expected. If you could design a
perfect airplane on paper, no development
program would be needed.”

The company’s top brass at Fort Worth
are equally pleased. “I have a feeling,” says
F-111 Program Director J. T. Gosby, “we're
going to make some money for the stock-
holders.”

Frank W. Davis, a company vice president,
once director of the design group that pro-
duced the Atlas JCBM missile, and head of
the Fort Worth division, is even more posi-
tive. *“We have successfully built an air-
plane,” he remarked not long ago. “We have
demonstrated that it works. We have been
ahead of our own program milestones. We
have successfully defended the program
against a wide variety of competitors and
other detractors. We've got a contract.”

GENERAL LIKES GENERAL

Adds Mr. Davis: "When this program gets
hard—that is, when all the detalls are finally
adjusted in negotiations on the contract—
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it will be so far along it can't be headed.
Mr. McNamara's $1 billilon savings will be
realized. Our projected profit will be, too.”

Maj. Gen. John Zoeckler, the Pentagon’s
overall F-111 program boss at Wright-Pat-
terson, agrees wholeheartedly. Says he:
“Just because I'm 100 percent behind the
free-enterprise system doesn’'t mean I can't
get tough with a contractor. But General
Dynamics has done a brilliant job on this
program—particularly in negotiating subsys-
tems, both pricewise and on technical per-
formance. And we are constantly on their
tall to avoid deficlencles, to correct costs
now, when it's cheaper, rather than later.”

What's more, the general is convinced that
“this program will be completed with as
good a financial record as any in our recent
history. I belleve in giving credit where
credit 1s due. I also believe you can catch
more files with honey. In a meeting recently
back at the Department of Defense, it was
suggested that I should get tougher with
General Dynamics. Frankly, I was horrified.”

Such touching confidence and glowing op-
timism, however, don’t quite square with the
way things are. To begin with, there seems
to be a few strains in the management end of
the pr . Last year, it was reported In
the trade press that the Air Force was trying
to nudge Navy-orlented Grumman out of the
deal. On this score, a high officlal of the
service told Barron’s: “If we're trying to re-
duce costs, of course we have to look at every
possibility, including that one.”

General Zoeckler pooh-pochs such specu-
lation In his own fashion. “Is it worth it,”
he asks rhetorically, “in the name of econ-
omy to take a few million dollars away from
Long Island—from Senator EKENNEDY and
Senator Javirs?

NAVY'S NEW LOOK

On the other hand, the Navy—which, ear-
lier this year, replaced a captain with a rear
admiral as General Zoeckler’'s deputy assist-
ant project director at Wright-Patterson—
also has been trying to throw its weight
around. Specifically, the fleet has awarded
two unusual study contracts to Grumman.
The first was to determine, according to
Admiral Sweeney “what would make the best
total weapons system for the Navy.” That,
of course, was supposed to have been settled
in 1962. The second, a captain in Washing-
ton says, was “to reexamine the system and
look for more ways to use it or to optimize
its use in the fleet.”

All this sounds innocent enough. But
Grumman, which must look to the Navy for
the bulk of its business, has refused to com-
ment on what's going on. Nonetheless, ap-
parently several proposals for radical design
changes have sprung from the studies. One
would eliminate the Gemini-like, McDonnell
escape module, to save the 800 pounds this
capsule adds to the F-111. Instead, the
two pilots would be equipped with standard
ejector seats. The unique cockpit, however,
offers many advantages that offset its heft.
It furnishes a more comfortable environ-
ment for F-111 copllots during the long
hours of ferrying or loitering; it’s submers-
ible, so that pilots forced to eject at sea
would be virtually as well-protected as U.S.
astronauts who land in the drink, and it is
ejectable (unlike conventional gear) at what
the technicians call “zero-zero” altitude
speed (l.e., when the plane is on the ground,
or deck, and immobile). Lack of the latter
capability particularly has cost lives in the
past,

Another suggestion, evidently with a re-
duction in the plane’s drag as an objective,
would change the seating arrangement of
the pilot and copilot. In the present ver-
sion, the two sit side by side. The Navy-
Grumman new-idea squad has offered a de-
sign putting one behind the other, as on
a tandem bike.
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“The arrangement we have,” says General
Zoeckler, “was itself a concession to Navy
requirements. Of course it would be better
for both pilots to have full lateral visiom,
But the Navy insisted on putting a 36-inch
radar in the nose for loitering capability,
and in order to accommodate that big dish
the best configuration for the rest of the
alrplane is to seat the pilots side-by-side.”

General Zoeckler is one who claims to see
a pattern of mischief in the study-contract
suggestions, which obviously would require
belated and massive reengineering. “These
design changes actually work to the Navy’s
disadvantage, and they’d also seriously dis-
rupt the program’s schedule and even hurt
the plane’s effectiveness,” he says. “I know
the officlal Navy attitude toward the F-111 is
full-speed ahead with the best possible air-
craft. I can't understand how these sug-
gestions, coming from another level of the
Navy establishment, are in line with that
PO“GY."

Interservice rivalry aside, TFX manage-
ment can be faulted in several critical areas.
Take the matter of meeting schedules. The
contract was awarded November 24, 1962,
Yet design changes known to be essential
at the time of the award (and upon which it
was conditioned) were not finalized and ap-
proved until December 1963—a lag of 13
months.

As to clicking off the milestones subse-
quently, these “triumphs,” too, lose some-
thing on close scrutiny. To begin with, the
milestones were spaced out further down
the road at the outset, to allow for time lost
during the first year's snafu. Even so, the
program has fallen behind since the first big
incentive bonus went to General Dynamics
for flapping the F-111A's wings ahead of
schedule. Because of propulsion prob-
lems, the act of flying the prototype F-111A
at supersonic speed whizzed by without a sa-
lute. The event was to have occurred early
in February; it took place on March 5.

DESIGN FIZZLES

“It's nobody's fault,” says General Zoeck-
ler., “The wind tunnel tests didn’t tell us
what we are finding out in real life,” Gen-
eral Dynamics, of course, was criticized be-
fore, during and after the contract award for
its comparatively meager wind tunnel data
preparation—a criticlsm the company has
hotly refuted. In short, program delays
scarcely have all resulted from circum-
stances beyond the control of the prime con-
tractor.

So much for management. A second ma-
Jor factor on the list of the Pentagon Secre-
taries was design feasibility: Boeing’s was
considered more complex, General Dynamics’
more straightforward. Among the items
mentioned by Mr. McNamara at the time
were the need, according to his evaluation of
the proposal, for substantial radar
revisions and adequate provisions for storing
missiles. These very drawbacks seem some-
how to have crept into the General Dynam-
ics concept; in particular, the contractors
still are wrestling with the vexing problem
of where to put the six Phoenix missiles.

The present structural design actually pro-
vides fewer wing cross-members than the
one proposed by Boeing. In conseqguence,
some of the deadly birds may wind up in the
P-111B's bomb bay, thereby crowding out
other ordnance the plane originally was ex-
pected to carry. “The hardest part of all in
making this thing a weapons system,” Ad-
miral Sweeney told Barron's not long after
he’'d arrived at Wright-Patterson, “is inte-
gration of the electronics—particularly
radar—and where to put the doggoned
missiles.”

The chief fault Mr., McNamara's band
found with Boelng’s design, however, were
with elements in the propulsion system in-
stallation. Specifically, overhead alr Intakes
and thrust reversers were regarded as too
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risky; the latter devices, however, almost
made their way from Boeing's losing bid to
Dynamics' drawing boards, only to be thrown
out for good (several months after the con-
tract was awarded) when the Pentagon dis-
covered that, while thrust reversers were in-
cluded in Boeing's bid price, if added to the
General Dynamiecs design would cost an extra
$450 million. In the end, straightforward
brakes and aerodynamics around the engines
were deemed more feasible,

Here, however, General Dynamics engineers
have had one of their biggest fizzles. Part of
the trouble relates to the difficulties Pratt
& Whitney has run into with the jet engine
itself. But the toughest nut was completely
unexpected, During the design competition,
General Dynamics moved its air scoops
around quite a bit before finally tucking
them in under the armpits of the wings.
Putting them under the wings was supposed
to be as conventional as putting the radiator
of an automobile under the hood.

The company says it had 5,000 hours of
wind-tunnel testing when it submitted its
final proposal, an exceptional amount—ex-
cept for so complex a plane, Boeing already
had 3,000 hours under its belt a year earlier,
before bids even were sought. By the time
the first F-111 flew, Dynamics had put be-
hind it another 15,000 hours. Even that
didn’t tell the engineers what was wrong
with the positioning and configuration of its
conventional air intakes.

*“General Dynamics is responsible for parts
that are on the airplane,” says Capt. “Red
Dog” Davis, Admiral Sweeney's deputy.
“That's where the propulsion holdup is.”
The intake nozzles, it seems, caused a high
degree of vortex, or air turbulence, at the
mouth of each jet. A “splitter plate"—
added In front of the scoop after the con-
tract award, to deflect any possible gaseous
exhaust from fired armaments as well as the
unsatisfactory boundary layer of ailr im-
mediately adjacent to the fuselage—had to
be redesigned using fiberglass instead of al-
uminum. Then it had to be repositioned.
The problem still has not been worked out
satisfactorily. *“You can’t tell everything in
a wind tunnel,” explained General Zoeckler
recently.

Whether or not the optimum configuration
ever is discovered by General Dynamics, such
tinkering inevitably changes other factors of
the overall design. Thus, there has been a
reduction in the maximum speed of the F—
111. Original plans had it zooming along at
mach 8. This idea, however, soon was
junked. The specifications put to both final
bidders called for a top speed of mach 2.5.
Now, that level may be out of reach. On
this possibility, Dr. Alexander Flax, Secre-
tary Zuckert’s assistant for R. & D., will only
comment that mach 2.6 really isn't all that
overriding: “You only need that top speed
for 5 or 10 minutes of a typical mission.”

The heavily censored transcript of the Sen-
ate Armed SBervices Committee hearings car-
ries the story a little further. Senator AL~
rorT, Republican of Colorado, asked Admiral
Martin: “What is the top speed of the F-
111?" The then acting Deputy Chief for Air
replied: "It is a little over mach 2, sir. It is
listed as mach 2.” However the Air Force
feels about it, the Navy has to regard the
TFX as something less than a superplane;
its own F—4B, the Phantom II, built by Mc-
Donnell, is in the mach 2 class.

TP TITANIUM

The final item in McNamara's shopping list
was welght saving, it will be recalled, with
emphasis on Boeing's use of titanium and
General Dynamics’ avoidance of it. The sad
fact is that the TFX is getting heavier and
heavier. According to General Zoeckler,
however, “We are less than 10 percent over
the empty weight in the final General Dy-
namics design proposal. If we were to re-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

place everything with titanium, it might
help, but it would cost three times as much.”

The truth is that both the plane’s gross
weight and the plane’s use of titanium are
increasing. The TF-30 engine now is over
30 percent titanium metal by weight. The
airframe now being rolled out by General
Dynamics and Grumman contains some 1,700
pounds of titanium, or nearly 5 percent of
the empty weight of the plane.

In short, the winning design already is up
virtually to haif the amount, originally pro-
posed by Boeing, of what Secretary Zuckert
called this complicating material. What'’s
more, the technical advisers in the services
who asked for more of it during the 1962
design competition stil] are pushing the con-
tractors into greater use of the more expen-
sive metal.

The heft of the TFX, though, remains far
above maximum specification. The problem
is particularly acute on the carrier-based
Navy version which (because of its Phoenix
missiles, extra electronics gear and, on loiter-
ing missions, greater fuel load) is a heavier
plane to begin with, yet has more severe
limitations on both landings and takeoffs.
The Navy's original specification, 50,000
pounds gross weight, was raised In inter-
service tradeoffs to b55,000; the acceptable
General Dynamics proposal which won the
competition called for a weight of 63,500
pounds. The first F-111B produced by the
carrier-plane veterans at Grumman soared
past 70,000 pounds—and frantic efforts to
whittle down the gross-weight figure so far
have barely succeeded in holding the line.

The effects of weight in an aircraft like
the TFX are many, varled—and all bad.
Costs rise, but effectiveness drops. “We can
meet the present Air Force ‘spec’ of 3,300
miles,” says General Zoeckler, “and that's
enough to get us to Hawail.” But the TFX
was supposed to go more than 4,000 miles
nonstop.

The real tipoff to the downgrading of the
ferry capability is the design change calling
for alrborne refueling equipment in the al-
ready instrument-crowded nose of the super-
plane. The distances from Hawall to likely
points east are inaccessible to the F-111
without help from an accompanying tanker—
an extra logistical cost that was never a part
of BSecretary McNamara's original cost-
effectiveness formula.

The Navy has had to chuck even more
ballast from its already depleted specifica~
tions. Most serious of all is the slippage in
the essential capability to land and takeoff
from carriers. Only 9 of the fleet's 15 attack
carriers now in commission will be able to
accommodate the F-111B fully equipped
(and only after 2 of the 9 complete a $170
million overhaul); by 1870, there will be 11.

Capt. J. L. Rees, one of Admiral Sweeney’s
TFX deputles, stationed in Washington, re-
cently noted: "“The problem is not so much
taking off with this airplahe. You can in-
crease your thrust—and the afterburner on
the TF-30 engine provides this kind of ac-
celeration—to give an assist to the catapult.
But that doesn’t help in landing the plane,
which is the real problem.”

Before an aircraft can land on a flat-top,
a number of wvariables must be precisely
coordinated. “You start with the known
strength of your arresting gear, cables,
motors, abpardship,” says Captain Rees.
“Then you need to know exactly the WOD—
wind-over-the-deck—requirements of the
plane. This in turn is based on the weight of
the plane, its minimum landing speed and
the maximum wind it needs to land into.”

The precise statisticse on the F-111B's
WOD requirements are secret, of course. But
because of the plane's severe weight prob-
lem, experts peg the figure at a 130-135 knot
landing wind requirement, or a net WOD
of 30-35 knots—which is faster than a car-
rler can steam. In other words, in the worst
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of circumstances, a Navy TFX pilot flying
over the ocean today couldn't even get back
to his ship.

Little wonder, then, that General Dy-
namics-Grumman are speeding their joint
weight-reduction efforts, as well as other cor-
rections. The dietary and other programs—
called Swip, Scrape, and High-Lift (the lat-
ter an expansion of the F-111B’s wing sur-
face)—will take effect with the fourth and
fifth Navy plane, due for rollout next sum-
mer. They have added up to a whopping
$34 million in extra expenses so far, borne
not by the United States but by General
Dynamics directly.

Such costs are cutting deeply into the
prime contractor's programed profit, which
is fixed, along with the overall price of the
contract. Unless it takes the risk and suc-
ceeds, however, the company stands to lose
the Navy as a quantity market altogether—
a threat the admirals, in recent congressional
testimony, have made implicitly, explicitly
and abundantly clear.

THE NET EFFECT

To sum it all up, the TFX has turned
out to be a flying Edsel—a well-intentioned
product, but misconceived and mismanaged,
and ultimately unsatisfactory to everyone
involved, buyer and seller alike. The net
effect for the makers almost certainly will
be a lower profit than expected, and, be-
cause of the stretchouts, a deferred one at
that. This is particularly true, of course,
in the case of the prime contractor, General
Dynamics. Should the Navy abandon ship,
finally, everybody will be in hot water.

At the outset of this serles, Barron's sug-
gested that one of the most famous quota-
tions—that of Clemenceau's—was due for
revision. We suggested: War is too important
to be left to civilians. Another revised quote
also seems called for, this time from a cur-
rent television commereial: In matters of de-
fense and national survival, we must be
doing something wrong. The evidence war-
rants of renewal of the MeClellan commit-
tee investigation—this time with no holds
barred. Better yet, the President himself,
we humbly suggest, should take a new look
at the most powerful agency in his Gov-
ernment.

STARS AND STRIPES ENDORSES
S. 9, THE COLD WAR GI BILL

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
the weekly magazine Stars and Stripes,
which has become a major voice in vet-
erans affairs, this week endorsed the
cold war GI bill as “highly desirable
legislation.” This action came in an
editorial which appeared on page 4 of the
Thursday, September 9, 1965, issue of
the Stars and Stripes.

This supporting editorial is significant
both because it comes from this very
fine veterans’ weekly newspaper, and
also because it adds yet another voice to
the steadily increasing chorus of support
from veterans groups and from respon-
sible news media throughout the
country.

As stated by the Stars and Stripes in
their editorial:

It is simply inconceivable that the ad-
ministration, the Department of Defense and
most particularly the VA are opposed to these
benefits which would directly aid military

personnel fighting in defense of America and
the Nation as well.

To illustrate the well-reasoned posi-
tion of the Stars and Stripes, I ask unan-

imous consent that this editorial be
printed at this point in the REcorb.
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There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

[From the Stars and Stripes-the National
Tribune, Sept. 9, 1965]

HIGHLY DESIRABLE LEGISLATION

The House Veterans' Affairs Committee has
begun hearings on 8. 9, the so-called cold
war GI bill. This measure has already been
approved by the Senate and there appears to
be little doubt that it will also receive the
approval of the House of Representatives.

We can see no objection to the passage of
this measure. There seems to be little doubt
that the legislation would be of great value
not only to the men serving in the armed
services but also to the economic position of
the Nation as well.

It should be remembered that this is not
bonus legislation but purely a measure call-
ing for readjustment for those veterans who
are forced to forgo their civillan occcupations
and enter into military service. Approxi-
mately 40 percent of those eligible for service
are called up, which means that the other 60
percent of the Nation’s youth is unemecum-
bered by service and has the opportunity to
forge ahead in their chosen occupations.

The original GI bill enacted in 1944 has
been universally acclalmed as one of the
most farsighted veteran program ever
adopted in the history of our Nation.

Under the provisions of that legislation,
later amended to include Korean veterans,
nearly 11 million former GI's received edu-
cation and training which highly increased
their productiveness and their incomes. It
has been estimated that the cost of this pro-
gram ran to nearly $19 billion but the returns
have far exceeded thus far the original cost
and our Government stands to reap benefits
from it for years to come.

Another feature of the original GI bill is
that it developed hundreds of thousands of
doctors, englneers, scientists, teachers, who
through their abilities and knowledge have
greatly alded this Nation in its highly com-
plicated space programs.

In view of the foregoing facts it is simply
inconcelvable that the administration, the
Department of Defense and most particularly
the VA are opposed to these benefits which
would directly aid military personnel fight-
ing in defense of America and the Nation as
well.

CONSUMER PROTECTION: ALL

TALE—NO ACTION

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,
the Christian Science Monitor for Au-
gust 26 carries a timely article on con-
sumer legislation.

Mr. Robert Cahn, Monitor correspond-
ent, has summarized the existing lack
of enthusiasm to do anything about the
consumers’ pocketbook.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article “Consumer Bills in
Doldrums” be printed in the Recorp fol-
lowing my remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

[From the Christian Science Monitor, Aug.
26, 1965]
CoNsUMER BIinLs 1N DoLDRUMS
(By Robert Cahn)

WasHINGTON.—Is enough being done to
assist and protect the American consumer?

Although some strides are belng made,
supporters of new consumer legislation say
that the volce of the consumer s too weak
and unorganized to make itself heard or
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heeded in Congress, the White House, the
statehouse, or city hall.

The major pieces of consumer legislation
are stalled and blocked in congressional
committees, with little or no likelihood of
even getting to the floor of either House
this session.

The truth-in-packaging law needs two
votes it does not now have to get out of the
Senate Commerce Committee.

Truth-in-lending is stymied in the Senate
Banking and Currency Committee, where
the chairman has not scheduled hearings.

And an omnibus consumer law with spe-
cial emphasis on safeguarding food and
drug production and sales is making snail-
like progress in the House of Representa-
tives.

For 3 years in a row, the publicly stated
needs of the Commissioner of Food and Drugs
to hire an additional 400 inspectors have
been rejected by the Bureau of the Budget.

EDUCATION STRESSED

State legislatures have passed little con-
sumer legislation. A few Governors—notably
of California, Massachusetts, and Connecti-
cut—have appointed boards or special as-
sistants to help consumers.

In most communities, the politicians have
ignored the consumer. The principal efforts
to correct consumer abuses have been made
by women's clubs, labor unions, and clvie
organizations.

However, concerted programs to help the
low-income consumer are now underway
in several large cities, with financial support
from the Federal Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity.

The Johnson administration’s interest has
been centered in the area of increasing ben-
efits to consumers in general, rather than in
protection for the individual consumer or
help for him at the marketplace.

Thus income tax reduction and elimina-
tion of some excise taxes, housing legisla-
tion, increased social security benefits, hos-
pital and medical benefits, curbing of
increases in utility rates, and other price
stabilization moves have been the admin-
istration’s principal consumer objectives.

Twenty months ago, Mr. Johnson ap-
pointed Esther Peterson as his Special As-
sistant for Consumer Affairs. He sent a
strong consumer message to Congress in 1964
(but not in 1965). And last June he ap-
pointed a President’s Consumer Advisory
Council of civilians, experts to advise the
Government and protect consumer interests.

PRIORITIES ARGUED

So far, however, executive action has
chiefly emphasized education of the con-
sumer. The President has not indicated to
Congress any urgency for approval of the
proposed consumer protection laws. Nor
has he laid down policy for the Budget
Bureau to increase appropriations requests
in areas of enforcement.

Administration sources say this reluctance
is Just a matter of other things having higher
priority. Critics say the Presldent does not
want to do anything that might affect his
glowing relations with the business com-
munity,

There is by no means agreement in the
Nation that additional consumer legisla-
tion is needed, either in Congress or the
States.

Manufacturers and retallers generally op-
pose the packaging and labeling bill on the
grounds that existing legislation is adequate,
that the new bill would impose standardiza-
tion controls over private enterprise, and
that it would actually result in higher costs
because of lessening of competitive enter-
prise.

BILLS SUPPORTED

Banks and loan companies, retailers, man-
ufacturers and industry organizations op-
pose the truth-in-lending bill on the basic
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assumption that existing laws are adequate
and that fraudulent practices should be cor-
rected by better enforcement of present
laws.

The loudest and most persistent voice for
the consumer in the House of Representa-
tives is LENORE SuLrLivaN, Democrat, of Mis-
sourl. Since 1961, Mrs. SurLLivaN has intro-
duced in every Congress an omnibus con-
sumer bill.

The legislation, Mrs. SULLIVAN says, would
correct all of the Inadequacies and close all
the loopholes in the Food, Drug, and Cos-
metic Act.

SUPPORT URGED

Among the bill’s features are provisions
for protesting the safety of all cosmetics and
protesting of all therapeutic devices for
safety and efficacy. It also provides for
tighter regulation of food and drugs, com-
prehensive factory food inspection, and sets
safeguards to prevent fraud and deception
in packaging and labeling.

“Congress is like the accelerator of your
car—that is, very sensitive to pressure,” says
Mrs. SULLIVAN.

“Women, especially, need to become aware
of the deficiencies in our basic consumer
laws and should write their congressional
delegation.”

She is optimistic that the consumer legis-
latlon will get through eventually. But she
thinks it could be speeded if the White House
would back the legislation now before Con-
gress with written messages and active sup-

In the Senate, MAURINE B. NEUBERGER car-
rles on a consumer interest that won fame
15 years ago in the Oregon House of Repre-
sentatives. ¢

COMMITTEE PROPOSED

At that time she dramatized efforts to re-
peal a law banning the sale of colored oleo-
margarine by bringing a mixing bowl and a
pound of margarine to a crowded Agriculture
Committee session.

She tied on an apron and proceeded to
demonstrate what a messy and time-consum-
ing job it was to blend a pellet of coloring
into an unappealing white block of marga-
rine. The law, incidentally, was repealed. -

In addition to her present role as one of
the I backers of truth-in-packaging
and truth-in-lending bills, Senator NEU-
BERGER Is urging the establishment of a
select committee of Congress for consumer
problems,

She hopes to hold hearings soon on this
idea and thus focus more citizen attention
on consumer problems.

Despite the lack of action in Congress, Mrs.
NEeUBERGER says the Introduction of the bills
has already brought much voluntary progress
among business firms.

Another longtime advocate of consumer
interest is Illinois Democratic Senator Paun
H. Doucras. Before coming to the Senate 30
Yyears ago he was a member of the Consumer
Advisory Board appointed by President
Roosevelt. Today Mr. Dovcras is the leading
sponsor of the truth-in-lending bill.

“The basic purpose of the bill is to require
that anyone who lends money or extends
credit must supply the would-be borrower or
credit user with a statement of the total
finance charge in dollars and cents; and a
statement of the finance charge In terms of
& true annual rate on the outstanding unpald
balance,” Senator DOUGLAS says.

He adds that the bill does not attempt to
regulate or control the rate of interest or cost
of credit, It would enable the typical con-
sumer to compare the cost of credit from
various sources and make an intelligent de-
cision.

SAVINGS ESTTMATED

The Senator believes that billlons of dollars
are drained from the pockets of consumers by
excesslve interest charges.
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“All I am asking is that the borrower know
the truth about the charges,” he says. “One
shouldn't be afraid of the truth.”

Senator PaiLie A. HART estimates the falr
packaging and labeling bill he has sponsored
could save the average consumer $250 a year.

“The new proliferation of package weights,
sizes, shapes, and their often noninformative
labels has played havoc with our traditional
system of weights and measures,” Senator
HART Bays.

“The package has, in effect, replaced the
live salesman,” he adds. “Without standards
for comparison, the average buyer has found
it almost impossible to judge accurately the
prices of competing products as a first step
to making a rationale choice between them.”

George P. Larrick, Commissioner of Food
and Drugs, believes that present laws are
inadequate in protecting the consumer.

He says that better controls are needed
over patent medicines and in the labeling
and sale of cosmetics. The number of inspec-
tors available to check on drug manufacture
also is sufficlent only for occasional spot
checks.

COMPLAINTS AIRED

Chairman of the Federal Trade Commis-
slon (FTC) Paul Rand Dixon takes the posi-
tlon that Congress will pass new consumer
legislation when the need is conclusively
demonstrated.

He has recently called on all Commission
personnel to intensify their efforts to pre-
vent unfair and deceptive acts and practices
in commerce and to protect the honest busi-
nessmen from unscrupulous competitors.
And in Washington, the PTC has opened an
office to recelve consumer complaints.

The FTC is handicapped by having to
prosecute on a case-by-case basis, with fre-
quent legal delays. While a case is in litiga-
tion, the questionable practice continues.
And even when a case is decided against a
firm engaging in fraudulent advertising or
practices, there is no redress for people who
have been bilked.

POOR AFFECTED

The consumers affected most by decep-
tive packaging and pricing, unethical busi-
ness practices, or excessive Interest and
carrying charges are the poor.

They have little opportunity for compara-
tive shopping, are frequently susceptible to
high-pressure sales tactics, and know little
of their legal rights.

They spend most of their meager income
on consumer products. And, by force of
circumstances, they frequently become in-
volved in dealings with loan sharks.

The term “consumer” includes the
wealthy, middle class, and poor, industrial-
ist, and laborer, lobbyist, and politiclan. The
consumer 18 everybody, and so far has had
no common interest and no effective lobby
working for passage of legislation.

Middle class consumers, for the most
part, may talk about consumer problems
while at dinner or at social gatherings. But
in the current affluent society, they are rarely
moved to do anything about 1t.

STEEL SETTLEMENT—FAIR AND
REASONABLE

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, the steel
industry has signed a new labor con-
tract which should be enthusiastically
greeted by every American. This con-
tract gives labor a fair and reasonable
share of the industry’s rising prosperity.
It gives management a contract it can
live with while continuing to operate
profitably and in such a manner as to
contribute to the continued economic
stability of the country.

Before the ink was dry on this excel-
lent agreement, however, some of our
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newspaper editorialists were already de-
nying the value of what has been
achieved. Several have alleged that the
wage increases and fringe benefits in-
corporated in the agreement would vio-
late the Government’s wage-price guide-
lines, and thus contribute to inflation. It
is worth noting that this view is not
shared by any of the distinguished econ-
omists who devised those guidelines.

The President’s Council of Economic
Advisers, in fact, points out that the
settlement, averaged over a period of 39
months, amounts to an average annual
increase in labor costs of 3.2 percent.
This is the exact allowable wage increase
for all American industry spelled out by
the existing price-wage guidelines.

To deny this interpretation requires
some rather fancy statistical footwork.
Most of those who allege the wage in-
creases to be inflationary calculate the
new wage levels as though they extended
only over the 35 months covered by the
contract. The truth is, however, that
the last steel contract expired on May 1
of this year. At that time, steelworkers
were given an interim increase of 1114
cents an hour as a sort of downpayment
on the wage increase to be finally nego-
tiated. Thus, those who wish to calcu-
late on the basis of 35 months ought to
subtract the 1115 cents from the cost of
that settlement. This would mean that
just before signing of the new settle-
ment, average compensation in the steel
industry was about $4.53 an hour, and
that the new wage agreement adds about
361, cents an hour. Thus calculated, the
percentage increase would come out to
much less than 3 percent.

What some of the critics do, on the
contrary, is to credit the 11% cents to
the period after signing of the new
agreement, and then say that there has
been a 3.6-percent annual increase based
on the wages that were being paid last
April.

None of this statistical sleight of hand
should mislead us about the true char-
acter of the settlement. For myself, I
agree with the Chairman of the Presi-
dent’s Council of Economic Advisers
that the only sensible approach is to
treat this as a 39 months’ settlement
which has a total labor cost increase of
about 48 cents an hour as compared to
the wages being paid when the last con-
tract expired. On this basis, which as T
say is the only sensible one, the increased
labor cost in the steel industry matches
exactly the administration’s guideline
figure of 3.2 percent.

This means that the wage increase is
not inflationary. It means that nothing
in the settlement is calculated to launch
a new price-wage spiral. It means that
we are guaranteed 3 more years of labor
peace in our most basic industry. And
it means that all this has been achieved
on a basis that is just and fair to all
concerned.

‘While the steel negotiations were in
progress, the President urged negoti-
ators on both sides to consider not only
their own interests, but the interests of
the Nation as well. They responded with
reasonableness and patriotism to the
President’s request, and by so doing,
spared their country from a disastrous
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shutdown which would have harmed the
lives of millions of Americans. No at-
tempts to obscure the magnitude of their
achievement can diminish the debt we
owe them for their patriotic and selfless
contribution to our national welfare.

THE GREAT POVERTY SNAFU

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, during
the recent debate in the Senate on H.R.
8283, the Economic Opportunity Act
Amendments of 1965, I pointed out that
although the purpose of our antipoverty
programs is to help the poor people,
much of the funds for these programs
are going to the poor by the way of the
politicians with the unfortunate and un-
intended result that the latter are skim-
ming as much of the cream from the
milk as they can. An illuminating arti-
cle in the September 1965 edition of the
Greater Philadelphia magazine, which
describes the mobilization for and the
opening skirmishes of Philadelphia’s
war against poverty offers some vivid il-
lustrations of the point I made. I ask
unanimous consent that this article, by
S. H. Kristal, be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REecorbp,
as follows:

[From Greater Philadelphia magazine,
September 1965]
THE GREAT POVERTY SNAFU
(By S. H. Kristal)

Pop went the flashbulbs, teeth glittered
in effervescent smiles, and beads of sweat
glistened in the unnatural white-hot glare
of the klieg lights. Silently the mechanical
retina of the television eye scanned the
scene, recording for the home screen the
headquarters of the Nation’s first poor peo-
ple's election.

Excitement effused through the normally
dingy room on the third floor of city hall
annex. Pasted on dusty buff-colored walls
and pinned to clumsy, wooden easels were
long strips of paper bearing the names of
the 354 candidates. An ever-changing scrib-
ble of numbers raced across the once empty
columns,

Puffed up by the occasion, election work-
ers from the city's 48 poor people’s polling
places rushed about delivering returns.
Eagerly the crowd—women in faded cotton
dresses, men in short-sleeved, open-necked
shirts—hung over the shoulders of the elec-
tion-night clerks as they scratched in the
latest figures on the tally sheets.

Reporters from the farthest reaches of the
Luce empire rubbed shoulders with local
newshawks as each, in search of a story,
jostled through the swarm of candidates,
workers and well-wishers.

“Housing is the first thing I'm going to
suggest,” said Mrs. Eunice H. Gale who was
running strong out of J district in West
Philadelphia.

“Houslng, yes,” echoed Mrs. Rocco,
one of the 12 winning candidates in D dis-
trict just to the east of the North Phila-
delphia Jungle, “but also recreation centers.”

Another North Philly candidate from late
reporting E district jumped up and down
with excitement when she discovered she
had been elected. Then with the disap-
pointed grimace of a real pol she said dole-
fully, “Wouldn't you know. The TV men
have already gone home."”

“It was,” recalled Health and Welfare
Council’s soclety public relations woman,
Willy Landruth, with maternal enthusiasm,
*Just like a real election.”

The much-publicized poll this past spring
did more than simulate a genuine electoral
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process, 1t salvaged, at least temporarily, the
Tate poverty program and along with it the
reputation of the Tate administration.
Polling the poor was the mayor's last des-

te claim stake in the poverty field.
Until the idea was filed, he had panned
little but fool's gold. In the 9 months be-
tween the time the Federal money started
to flow and the time Philadelphia was able
to get its first sizable swallow, the city had
suffered a series of humiliating rebufis. Gone
irretrievably was Philadelphia’s reputation
as a leader among cities.

Four separate poverty plans were paraded
down to Washington before approval was
finally granted. Each new plan was her-
alded with great fanfare. Officials scurried
back and forth to the Capitol with the regu-
larity of commuters and the sureness of
purpose of conditioned laboratory mice.
With each fallure city hall news releases
waxed rosier while, privately, executive tem-
pers grew shorter.

In the words of one prominent city hall
figure, “The poverty fiasco is a classic ex-
ample of the way Jim Tate operates. I guess
you could call it government by tantrum.
The sad truth is that the present Philadel-
phia city government is barely able to carry
out old programs and is completely incapable
of creating new ones.”

Because it took the Tate administration
almost a year to set up a program acceptable
to the Federal authorities, the city fell far
behind in the race for a billion dollars in
poverty prizes. Money was handed out on
a first-come, first-serve basis. Between Oc-
tober 1964 and April 1965, Philadelphia re-
celved less than $500,000 while much smaller
cities such as Pittsburgh garnered $7.7 mil-
lion, Washington, D.C., was awarded $4 mil-
lion, and St. Louis received $3 million.

Despite the high-sounding words of square-
Jawed solemn-miened professional do-gooder
Charles F. McNeil, then city poverty brain-
truster and head of the superboard of pri-
vate local agencies, the health and welfare
council, sald that he had faith “that there
is leadership amongst the poor."” The elec-
tlons were meant less as a door opener to
the affluent life for the mass of the city's
impoverished, than as a key to unlock the
valve to Federal funds.

A month after the balloting, Sargent
Shriver announced that Philadelphia had
finally been awarded 59 million for a
variety of antipoverty projects, many of
which, on close examination, turn out to be
orlented toward the politicians rather than
the poor.

POVERTY PROFILE

Despite the ludicrous scramble for money,
Jobs, and power conducted by the politicians
and the leading professional Negroes, poverty
in Philadelphia is no laughing matter. Nor,
despite the talk of city leaders, is it just the
black man’s burden, although the entire
thrust of whatever programs that exist is
directed toward the Negro (or, to be more
accurate, the Negro vote).

One Philadelphia family in five lives on
less than $3,000 per year. Of the 142,000
impoverished households, less than 60,000
are Negro. But, white or black, being poor
in the afluent 1960's means more than hav-
ing a limited income. It often means grow-
ing up in a broken home, in a rat-infested,
overcrowded house with inadequate heat and
plumbing, eating a starchy diet, and wearing
fourth-hand clothing. It means being un-
employed or underemployed and 11l educated.
To be poor is to be twice as susceptible to
tuberculosis and four times as prone to
psychosis. It means to have more children
and be less able to care for them. It means
to live tragically, less well, and for a shorter
time than the rest of America. Above all to
be poor is to be without hope.

“I wish for the Lord to come to us soon,”
a toothless, age-shrunken crone muttered
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as she sat forlornly on the eroded, stained
stoop of a ramshackle house in North Phila-
delphia. “I hope when He comes He takes us
all at once, then there won’t be anybody left
to grieve.”

The poverty act was conceived as a radical
remedy for the malignancy of want which
afflicts 40 million Americans. Goaded into
developing a new prescription by the clvil
rights revolution, whose followers constitute
one-third of the Nation’s poor, the Johnson
administration abandoned the palliatives of
the dole and came up with what it expects
to be a possible cure. The miracle drug is
money. In essence, the poverty act was con-
ceived as a sugar daddy for an infinite variety
of educational, vocational, and self-help
schemes.

Categorically, the law states that its pur-
pose is to stimulate the poor into mobilizing
their own resources. “Programs,” it says,
should be ‘‘developed, conducted, and ad-
ministered with maximum feasible particlpa-
tion of the residents of the areas and the
members of the groups served.” In other
words operations are to be performed with
the poor not on them.

BATTLE PLAN

In the war agalnst poverty, grand strategy
is planned in OEO (Office of Economic Op-
portunity) headquarters in Washington.
The choice of tactics is left to the discretion
of local community action commanders. But
before financial ammunition is issued, loeal
organizations must pass Federal muster,

Community agencies come in three basic
varieties: Municipal governments in mufti
(such as those fielded by Detrolt and Chi-
cago); foundation structures (similar to
those in New Haven and Boston); and non-
profit corporations (which operate in Wash-
ington, D.C., and Plttsburgh).

Philadelphla trled all three gambits and
falled to capture Federal approbation., It
was only after a year of bloody internecine
warfare that a poverty beachhead was es-
tablished here.

Tate's first approach to the poor man’s pot
of gold was a direct assault. In the spring
of 1964, months before the passage of the
Poverty Act, he set up something called
Human Renewal, generaled by his managing
director, Fred Corleto. The task force, 11 of
whose 13 members were city officlals, was
only a paper plan. Its purpose was to simu-
late a strategic posture against poverty and
to act as the mayor's pocket for W
money. Tate intended to use his Federal
allowance to finance existent municipal de-
partments. Welfare Commissioner Ran-
dolph Wise, a round-faced man whose char-
acter and countenance have been lined by
years of dealing with the problems and frus-
trations of human misery, sald on April 26,
1864, “The city has already bullt a program
in the past 11 years to fight the problems of
poverty.”

Washington saw through the shabby
camouflage. OEO suggested that the PCCA
(Philadelphia Council for Community Ad-
vancement, the Ford Foundation's all-
purpose remedy to cure North Philadelphia
poverty) run the Quaker City show. Fed-
eral experts were much taken at that time
with Ford’s gray areas study concept. Ford
Foundation people in New Haven and Boston
actually sat in on the writing of the Poverty
Act.

What the national poverty savants did not
know was that Ford had flopped monumen-
tally in Philadelphia and was contemplating
an exacuation of its forces here. Tate, seem-
ingly unaware of the precariousness of
PCCA’s position, obligingly placed the reins
of Phlladelphia’s poverty program in Ford's
faltering grasp and simultaneously issued an
invitation to 100 local civil groups to submit
proposals. It was the mayor’s hope that
PCCA would not only dream up acceptable
projects but would ante up the matching
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funds. Ten percent of the requested grant
is required to be supplied loecally before the
Government will release its own money.

FALLOUT

This new award of power made in July
1964, set the NAACP's silk-suited, cigar-
smoking Duce, Cecil Moore, to howling.

“The PCCA,” he barked, “has no grass
roots among the poor. The law (then in the
process of being written) would demand
that the poor be involved.”

PCCA, already mortally wounded by earlier
Moore attacks, not only refused to finance
the mayor's war on poverty but had already
reduced its staffi from 356 to 8. To fill the
breach, the Human Services Committee,
PCCA's cover name, was restaffed by 12 city
agencies. Its new chailrman was an old
face—city welfare boss Randy Wise.

In September, the word came from Wash-
ington. Applications for grants under the
new law were to be filed immediately. The
mayor issued his own misinterpretation.

The poor, the word went through city
hall, were to be on the payroll by election
time.

Ideas gathered by the Human Services
Committee from 73 civic agencies and a va-
riety of city departments were presented to
the mayor’s newly reconstructed task force
(which was actually his cabinet). The best
suggestions were eliminated. The remainder
were emasculated.

Applications were then thrown together
in slap-dash haste and forwarded to Wash-
ington. “It was,” recalls one city staffer
who had been In the middle of the frantic
flurry, “absolutely unbellevable—not so
much the chaos as the incredible stupidity
at the top.”

A Washington officlal concurred, “The
trouble with the Tate administration, he
sald, “is that it doesn't know how to ask
for money. As a result, Philadelphia gets
less Federal aid than it is entitled to.” The
reason is intimately connected with the de-
cline in caliber of the top men. Once the
leader in Federal-local ration, Phila-
delphia has become the laggardly follower.

NEW FACES

In October the blow fell. All of the may-
or's anti-poverty requests were refused. In
Philadelphia only Rev. Leon Sullivan’s Op-
portunities Industrialization Center received
Federal recognition, Sullivan’s successful
application for a quarter of a million dollars
was made Independently of the city pro-
grams.?

Humiliated, first by the perversion and
then the rejection of their plans, the human
services committee rebelled. The longtime
formerly effective local welfare profession-
als wanted assurances that future recom-
mendations they made would not be de-
stroyed or distorted. Wise, supported by
not-too-gentle hints from Washington, sug-
gested a shift In command.

In exchange for a promise of reforma-
tion, Washington gave tentative approval to
selected city requests amounting to $§1.5
million. One grant was to go to the board
of education to provide needy high school
students with 10 hours work a week A sec-
ond grant was earmarked for the city admin-
istration. As a token of good faith £105,000
was advanced to the mayor's committee, But

*The Reverend, a tall, broad-shouldered
man with a pencil thin moustache, a ma-
tinee-idol profile and a stagey personality,
once served as an assistant pastor to Apam
CrayroN Powern. The ablest of the city's
400 Negro ministers, Sullivan with $300,000
from the Ford Foundation, the chamber of
commerce and assorted well wishers put to-
gether a prize training program. In a re-
converted police station at 19th and Oxford,
he set to work teaching the poor how to talk,
dress, apply for a job and hold it.
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Washington brass warned that Philadelphia’s
community action would have to be re-
vamped before more money would be re-
leased.

The hesitation on the Potomac was cre-
ated by the amount of static picked up by
OEO officials. The nolse was largely gener-
ated by those who had been omitted from the
mayor’s original task force.

“The poverty bill,” explained an official on
the scene from the beginning, “provided an
open invitation to any private group to go
to Washington and present a better idea.
Many local people needled Shriver and raised
a good deal of hob.”

LABOR REVOLT

At this juncture a new front was opened
in the mayor's battle, if not in the poverty
war itself. Appalled by Tate's fallure, the
Philadelphia AFL-CIO Council decided to
move into the breach. An alliance was
formed by the labor council, the ADA
{Americans for Democratic Action, a reform-
minded outfit with a built-in bias against the
mayor), a newly created “indigenous” Negro
group called the ICCI (Intra-Community
Councils Inc.) and a scattering of other
contentious associations. The insurgents
proposed that the local war against poverty
be commanded by a citizens' junta, in the
form of a nonprofit corporation. The
rebel cry, swiped from Cecil Moore, was that
the mayor’'s poverty army failed to include
representatives of the poor. The insurrec-
tionists, pointing to the ICCI, claimed the
poor were in their camp.

It was a disingenuous maneuver in the
fight over the poverty spoils. The ICCI, al-
though ostensibly headed by Mary Richard-
son, a self-described ex-gang girl who lives
in North Philadelphia, was actually created
by Mattie Humphries and Isiah Crippins.

Mattie Humphries is a well-educated and
handsome middle-class Negro woman who
served as job counselor for the almost de-
funct PCCA. When the tide of Ford money
receded she was left high and dry. In order
to sall once more on the sea of poverty she
helped launch the ICCI.

Isaiah Crippins is a small man with a daz-
zling array of teeth and expression of a
nervous ferret, Many people believe he was
acting as cat’s paw for Cecil Moore when he
helped form the ICCI. The organization was
to be used as a smoke screen behind which
Moore could move into the poverty field and
take the play away from the mayor. It was
during these maneuvers that Cecil was going
around town desperately trying to get people
to think up poverty programs that he could
use.

Threatened by defeat in Washington and
insurrection in Philadelphia, Tate went on
the offensive. He ordered City Solicitor Ed-
ward Bauer to quash the rebellion. Oblig-
ingly, Bauer issued an opinion which stated
that the formation of a nonprofit community
action corporation unconnected with city
hall would be illegal. Bauer made this rul-
ing despite the fact that just such corpora-
tlons were running successful poverty pro-
grams in Washington, D.C., and Pittsburgh.

Tate then turned his attention to the
political front. To defend himself against
sudden death at the hands of Democratic
city committee assassins, the mayor deter-
mined to use the poverty program to build
and enhance his own political power.

Brushing aside commitments to place pov-
erty workers under civil service, the mayor
handed over the right to awards jobs to the
Democratlie members of city council. Ap-
pointments were cleared through Tom
Rogers, the mayor's administrative assistant.

DOMNEEY SERENADE

“It finally dawned on Tate that not having
a poverty program had political implica-
tions,” an insider explained. *“In the begin-
ning he didn’t think it was important. After
all he was schooled entirely in politics and
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he never heard anything about poverty in the
wards, Jim Clark (former finance chairman
of Democratic city committee and the real
power behind the throne until his death in
1962) didn't tell him about it. Frank Smith,
now the power on the throne, didn't push.
S0 how was he to know?"

Following the advice of Welfare Commis-
sloner Wise, Tate replaced the much-abused,
overworked, and underinstructed city aids
on the Human Services Committee with a
spate of Health and Welfare Council repre-
sentatives.

At Wise's urging, Robert Hilkert, then
president of health and welfare and vice
president of the Federal Reserve bank, took
over the chairmanship of a racially and re-
ligiously balanced committee of prestigious
Negroes, Jews, Catholics, and WASPS.

It was this committee which developed
the structure of Philadelphia’s community
action agency which was christened the
Philadelphia Anti-Poverty Action Commit-
tee (known as PAAC for short). According
to the organization chart, PAAC was to have
30 members. Twelve were to be representa-
tives of selected community organizations?

The mayor received five free cholces.? The
president judge of county court was also put
on the committee. The poor were to get the
remaining 12 seats, which were elective.
Corleto was again designated temporary
chairman and the mayor preserved the right
to choose the executive director.

Early in February, a contingent of city
hall's brighter lights went to Washington to
present the Philadelphia hybrid. Puzzled
by an animal that was part publie, part pri-
vate, part elective, and all political, Wash-
ington nevertheless gave its approval.

It was now up to the mayor to select an
executive director. Said one insider, “I can
tell you and I might as well. If the mayor
had immediately appointed an executive di-
rector or even an acting director in Decem-
ber when Randy Wise offered his resignation,
this job would not have gone up for grabs.
But Tate developed a fixation. It had to be
a Negro.”

GHETTO POLITICS

Tate's fixation was actually a politician’s
realistic evaluation. The fuel that spins the
wheels of the Democratic organization is
supplied by Negro votes. Without this solid
support the mayor would have lost the last
electlon. Tate failed to obtain a majority
of the white votes cast in 1963. He was
elected because as much as 83 percent of the
vote in some Negro wards went Democratic.

As a riposte to rumors rife in Democratic
city committee circles that Frank Smith plans
to dump his honor by opposing Tate for
reelection in 1967, it has become necessary
for the mayor to construct his own political
machine. The only avallable building blocks
are Negro votes, The only source of jobs
to buy these votes is in the poverty program.
Obviously the director of PAAC had to be a
Negro. The question: Which Negro?

The choice lay between the candidate of
the Negro ministerial-political establishment,
Charles Bowser, and Cecll Moore's candidate,
Isaiah Crippins. The battle between the two
raged from late December to mid-April. First
one side, then the other would seem to have
the inside track. At one point Tate sent a
list of names to Sargent Shriver asking him
to decide. Washington was amused but re-
fused. Tate then offered his own compro-

2The Catholic Archiocese of Philadelphia,
the chamber of commerce, CORE, Delaware
Valley Settlement Alllance, Federation of
Jewish Agencies, Greater Philadelphia Move-
ment, Health and Welfare Council, NAACP,
the board ot education, the AFL-CIO Coun-
cil, the Philadelphia Council of Churches,
and the Urban League.

* He selected Patrick J. Stanton, Charles
Gerhard, Samuel F. Evans, Pascual Martinez,
and Fred Corleto.
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mise selection, Richard Edwards. Edwards
had been appointed by Tate as a deputy
police commissioner and served briefly until
he flunked his civil service test. The police-
man candidate was hooted down by both
factors of the Negro community.

At last the administration Negroes—the
Reverend William Gray, Councilman Thomas
McIntosh and Congressman Nix—won out.
Charles Bowser was appointed director at
$17,250 a year.

Bowser is a short, quiet young man whose
major claim to political reward appears to
be his continual residence in North Phila-
delphia from his birth in 1930 to the present.
A lawyer, a Boy Scout, an Elk, and a veteran,
Bowser is a graduate of Temple University
and active in the Bright Hope Baptist Church
run by politically powerful Rev. William Gray.

Bowser was brought into public life by Dil-
worth who appointed him to the police ad-
visory board. “The thing to remember about
Bowser,” sald a Washington-paid OEO spe-
cialist, “is that he’s a good boy.”

Isaiah Crippins was awarded second prize
by the ingenious solution of creating a new
post—general counsel. Lawyer Bowser could
have Lawyer Crippins as his attorney. Man-
power commissioner and former official ecity
booster, Paul B. (Burt) Hartenstein was put
on as training director to do the work.

Cecll was not appeased. He decided that
Crippins would have no part of such a sell-
out. Crippins, however, with a history of
tax troubles, saw the offer in a different light.
“The program in Philadelphia,” he declared,
“is larger than Mayor Tate, Charles Bowser
or Isaiah W. Crippins.” Rising above fac-
tionalism, he snapped up the $15,260 a year
Jjob without even so much as a by-your-leave
from his erstwhile mentor, Cecil Moore. At
the officlal swearing-in Judge Raymond Pace
Alexander joined into the spirit of things
by advising the new troika of poverty lead-
ers to, “Play the game, fight hard, and get
into those ghettoes.”

Cecil blustered for a while about running
his own slate of poor and taking over PAAC
via the electoral process. Then he lost in-
terest. Demonstration, not organization, is
his strong point.

TO THE POLLS

During the interim when the two major
Negro leadership groups were locked in battle
for the executive directorship, the machinery
of the famed poor people’s election was be-
ing devised.

Twelve poverty districts were created along
traditional neighborhood lines. Each was
to be serviced by its own 12-member com-
munity council. The purpose of the election
was to choose these 144 community counecil
members. The councill members In turn
would choose their representative on the
citywide PAAC board.

“Enthusiasm,” McNell said, “is bullt into
the plan. The election aroused some ini-
tiative on the part of the people to get elect-
ed.” The councils will hold down meetings,
provide feedback to their neighborhoods as
projects are approved and provide suggestions
for programs. PAAC's job is to tap and test
these ideas.

With the electlons safely over and the 12
poor people’'s representatives chosen from
among the 144 elected community council
members, Philadelphia’s poverty program
was, at long last, set to roll.

Even before the ink had a chance to dry
on the election returns, Bowser submitted
a $14 million batch of requests to Wash-
ington. He did not even pretend that the
poor had partaken in their development.

Of the $14 million asked for, $5.9 was
granted. The remaining proposals for $8.1
million were turned down as ill conceived
and poorly worked out. In the main, they
were unrelated old chestnuts that various
city departments had been pushing unsuc-
cessfully for years (such as a halfway house
for newly released jallbirds).
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Bowser announced that the reason for the
refusal was “a shortage of Federal funds.”
That even he didn't believe his own propa-
ganda was demonstrated when he quickly
asked Washington to put $6 million In escrow
until he could find someone, somewhere to
concoct a way for the dough to be spent in
Philadelphia.

TRIPLE PLAY

To date, $12.5 million in poverty funds has
oozed into Philadelphia. This sum is equal
to that spent annually by the city on recre-
ation. It represents a 5-percent additlon to
the total municipal budget. The question is
what, if any, benefits have been purchased
with the inundation of cash?

Roughly one-third of the Federal allowance
has gone into education. By far the largest
and most important program is geared to
preschool training and is run by the board
of education. Head Start and Get Set are
part of a nationwide effort to eliminate the
first grade dropouts—the milllons of chil-
dren who start to fall behind from the first
day they enter school.

Said Mrs. Cora Knowles who presided over
& class of 16 at the Chester A. Arthur School
at 20th and Christian during the summer,
“It was all informal teaching. Through play
we got the children to learn the things
middle class youngsters learn from their
parents such as how to sit still, how to count,
and, above all, how to ask questions.”

Although it is too early to evaluate the
success of preschool tralning, when the time
comes it will be possible to judge the con-
cept of its merits. In the meantime, poverty
moneys has enabled the board to mnearly
double its preschool program without taint
of scandal or politics.

The second third of the bundle has been
split between Leon Sulllvan’s flourishing job
retraining center and a gaggle of health and
welfare agencies’ job-training programs.
Sullivan, not connected in any way with the
city, has come up with an exceptional pro-
gram on his own. He was consequently
awarded $1.7 million and has expanded oper-
ations into training centers in West Phila-
delphia, South Philadelphia and German-
town. In addition, he set up a feeder plant
where applicants walting to enroll are taught
basic English, deportment and dress. To
insure that his graduates don't slip back into
the sloth of despondency from which they
have been lifted, Sullivan has hired a crack-
erjack team of job recrulters who place the
newly trained.

The last third of the money has unfortu-
nately gone into Tate-controlled projects.
More ominous still is that all future grants
will have to be okayed by His Honor.

The Tate cache has been spent on the top-
heavy political superstructure, PAAC, and
on the scandalously run neighborhood
youth corps and summer camp and work

programs.

Although there 1s much talk by PAAC
people such as McNeil and Bowser about the
role of the poor, the substance is, of necessity,
of little consequence. So far, it has con-
sisted of two polls, one taken by teenagers,
the other by community council members,
to ascertain what slum dwellers think they
need.

The trouble with this approach is that it
is largely fraudulent. When poor people
state that they want better housing, or an
overburdened, impoverished mother makes a
plea for day-care centers, they haven't cre-
ated a program and it is hypocritical and
patronizing to pretend that they have.

FRONT MONEY

To finance this charade PAAC will spend
$768,159 over the next year to pay staff sal-
arles and operate its headquarters and 12
field offices.

In addition to the $47,750 allocated to
Bowser, Crippins and Hartenstein, a $13,000

annum lady director of Organization
and Services and four community action co-
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ordinators are on the payroll at $9,000 each,
a youth specialist draws down $9,114, a publie
relations assistant gets $10,260, an adminis-
trative assistant $8,250, a dozen social service
officers receive $6,750, and assorted stenos,
clerks, and typists are in the $4,500 bracket,
In addition, PAAC tried to put its 144 elec-
tion winners on the payroll at $100 a month
until Washington blew “he whistle.

Despite Bowser’s brave public declaration,
“If any committeeman or politiclan contacts
me about any of these jobs, that person will
not be hired,” no candidate was selected who
did not have political sponsorship and who
had not been cleared by the mayor's patron-
age chief, Tom Rogers. It is significant that
although half of the poor are white, only a
handful of whites hold jobs in the program.
PAAC is the Negro politiclans pork bharrel.

Proof, if further proof were needed, that
Bowser and Co. care more about patronage
than poverty was offered when they attacked
the Little Neighborhood Schools. The LNS
is a small nursery school started in North
Philadelphia before PAAC was born. Tech-
nically it is a community action program.
However, it received its meager $22,000 Fed-
eral grant independently of the city’s pro-
gram. This independence rankles. And when
LNS had the temerity to make job appoint-
ments without clearing them through PAAC,
Bowser struck back. In chorus with Chief
Counsel Crippins he charged LNS with fiscal
irregularities and demanded that Washing-
ton disinherit it. The demand was rejected.
However, an OEO official did concede that
although the Federal Government “‘reserves
the right to aid any projects for the poor,”
he did not believe “that it would be neces-
sary to bypass PAAC again.”

The most notorious city poverty program
is the Neighborhood Youth Corps, a project
that purports to impart basic employment
skills to failure-oriented youths between 16
and 21.

Contrary to the U.S. Department of Labor
statement that there will be “no implica-
tions of make work, handout or charity in
Youth Corps jobs"” and that “the corps will
perform soclally useful and necessary proj-
ects,”” most of the jobs provided do not
call for the development of skills. In those
instances where city agencies, like the hous-
ing authority attempted to develop genuine
job-training programs, they were met with
the implacable and politically powerful op-
position of the labor unions.

One group of Neighborhood Youth Corps
boys, at the suggestion of that master city
administrator, Fred Corleto, is scraping old
campalgn handbills off of lampposts. An-
other bunch of boys is plucking weeds in
Fairmont Park. Literally hundreds of Youth
Corps girls have yet to receive assignment
anywhere and are sltting around being
trained by osmosis. Predictably, the dropout
rate among the dropouts is high.

In an attempt to defend Youth Corps pro-
graming a welfare department higher-up
eald, “You can't glve these kids anything but
the most rudimentary tasks. You have to
get them used to the idea of working and
the simple discipline of just showing up.”

Other critics wonder if monotonous, un-
skilled, make-work projects could ever instill
discipline in anyone, let alone in kids who
view the working world as square.

THE LINEUP

Run by George Brown, who formerly
headed up the city’s excellent Youth Con-
servation Corps, the Youth Corps has been
staffed on a strictly political basis. The
results have been breathtaking. Instructing
and counseling boys and girls with low
scholastic aptitudes and lower aspirations
have been some characters from the wards.
Among the first 168 group leaders hired, 13
had arrest records. One group leader had a
list of 14 separate charges including larceny
and assault and battery with a knife, a sec-

ond had eight charges against him, and a
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third had a history of seven morals counts
almost all of which were forcible sodomistic
sex acts with minor males.

To make matters worse these same recruit-
ment methods were used in hiring over 800
recreational leaders for the summer day and
overnight camp projects. Hired as coun-
selors were persons with records of fraudu-
lent conversion, gambling on the highways
and keeping and maintaining disorderly
houses.

Also best left to the imaginations are the
range of future programs to be dreamed up
by the Povertyteers.

However, it does seem pretty safe to as-
sume that until Philadelphia's poverty pro-
gram is completely extracted from politics
and patronage, the most likely gainers will
not be the poor.

S. 938—THE RESOURCES AND
CONSERVATION ACT

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, in
1864, over a century ago, George Perkins
Marsh, philologist, diplomat, and Con-
gressman from Vermont, penned one of
the most prophetic books ever written by
an American, “Man and Nature.” In it
he wrote:

Man is everywhere a disturbing agent.
Wherever he plants his foot, the harmonies
of nature are turned to discords.

Congressman Marsh never saw a bull-
dozer, nor the asphalt and concrete cities
of the 1960’s, nor any of the numerous
leviathans of technology with which en-
terprising 20th-century American man
has learned to increase his effectiveness
as a disturbing agent. Yet, a century
ago, this scholar foresaw that the cover-
ing of the soil with houses and highways,
the ruthless plowing of the land, the ex-
cessive logging of the forests, the dam-
ming of the rivers and streams, the poi-
soning of the atmosphere and waters
would lead Americans toward a grim and
anxious future.

Marsh’s vision of conservation was
what we might call whole. He saw
man’s fate interlocked not with just one
feature of nature, but in relationship to
climate, atmosphere, forests, rivers, land,
and wildlife. While he did not have a
kitchen faucet with hot and cold running
water, nor air conditioning to control
the temperature in his house, nor did he
work or ride to work on miles of concrete,
he never lost sight of the fact that man
was a creature of nature—sustained by
the air, fed by the soil, preserved by the
waters of the planet, like other creatures
of nature about him. Is it possible that
today we have let our technology delude
us into thinking that we are set apart
from the rest of the earth’s inhabitants?

Marsh articulated the philosophy of
conservation. The professions and poli-
tics of conservation followed. The first
professionals in resources and conserva-
tion emerged on the American scene at
the beginning of the 20th century: for-
esters, ichthyologists, hydrologists,
agronomists—and with their appear-
ance, conservation developed into a sci-
ence—a science to become steadily more
technical, more compartmentalized, and
more alienated. Its tendency was to lose
sight of the “whole view of what indus-
trialized American man would do to the
lush virgin continent to which this Na-
tion so fortunately found itself the
inheritor.”
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From a philosophy and a movement in
which dedicated amateurs worked, con-
servation became a science, or a whole
array of sciences. Today, it is highly
technical and professionalized—a mixed
blessing. Experts have appeared in
many areas—to look at forests only, or
water only, or wildlife only, as individual
concerns apart from the rest.

This compartmentalizing brought with
it a myriad of Federal agencies with
fractional responsibilities in the broad
field of resource use and conservation.
As a consequence, the activities of Gov=-
ernment in this vital resource area are
spread, horizontally and vertically
throughout the government structure,
including local, State, and Federal
sectors.

One result is that today—after a hun-
dred years of concern with conserva-
tion—no Member of the Congress and
no private citizen can receive authori-
tative replies to broad questions: “How
are we doing? What are our pros-
pects? Will our resources of land,
water, air, timber, rangeland, wildlife,
recreation, and scenery sustain us in the
year 2000?”

We are charged with the task of mak-
ing wise, long-range resource develop-
ment policies. But we do not have ac-
cess to the information we need to make
those decisions judiciously. We have a
tangle of programs and officials going in
a multitude of directions, all interrelated
but, at the same time, compartmentalized
and confined.

Let me illustrate the scope of our op-
erations federally in the resources field
and the magnitude of our task when
trying to unravel it by using the current
session of Congress as an example. In
the U.S. Senate there were 94 measures
introduced before July 15 dealing with
resources and conservation policy. This
figure excludes all bills relating to spe-
cific development and conservation proj-
ects such as the Garrison irrigation proj-
ect, Tocks Island Recreation Area, a spe-
cific park or a natural monument.

I have broken these 94 proposals down
into a number of categories. I have
found, for example, that there are 30
proposals dealing with the conservation
and use of land. There are 17 bills re-
lating to minerals and mining, and 16 are
concerned with the protection of fish and
wildlife. Water pollution is the subject
of 11 measures, some dealing with water
pollution alone and some including air
pollution, which is covered in 7 proposals.
Recreation is the topic of 10 measures,
water supply and use is the subject of
16, and marine and oceanographic re-
sources are intensively considered in 6.

Some of these bills, of course, are in-
cluded in more than one category he-
cause they cover more than one topic.
While one measure may deal exclusive-
ly with water pollution, another may
cover marine resources in a very broad
sense as well, or may be primarily related
to housing or urban development.

The overlapping and interrelation of
Federal responsibilities in all of these
areas is made clear by the fact that the
94 measures were referred to eight sepa-
rate committees of the Senate. No one
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committee had a monopoly on any single
conservation or resource subject.

Significantly, the 11 measures on wa-
ter pollution were referred to five dif-
ferent committees: Public Works, Fi-
nance, Commerce, Government Opera-
tions, and Agriculture. The 30 measures
on land use and conservation went to
seven separate committees; the five al-
ready listed plus Interior and Insular Af-
fairs and Banking and Currency.

But let me go further. Of the 94 meas-
ures, 18 would create new public offices,
committees, commissions or agencies,
ranging from fact finding boards to new
executive departments. Using water
pollution as an example cnce again, there
are three bills which would create Gov-
ernment bodies to be a part of Federal
activities in this field—all at different
levels. One would create a technical
committee within the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare; another
would create a Federal Water Pollution
Control Administration in the same De-
partment; and the third would estab-
lish coordination of Federal water pol-
lution activities as a function of a new
Office of Community Development in the
Executive Office of the President.

Moreover, there are cases in which
two or more proposals designed to ac-
complish essentially the same thing in
the resources field are referred to dif-
ferent committees. Two of the water
pollution coordination measures went to
the Committee on Public Works, and a
third was referred to the Committee on
Government Operations. Or, using an-
other example, two bills were introduced
to coordinate and Iintensify Federal
oceanographic and marine study and
research. One was referred to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations, and
the other went to the Commerce Com-
mittee. I am not implying that any of
these committee references were im-
proper. They merely serve to illustrate
the complexity and confusion of the ma-
chinery with which we deal with re-
source and conservation problems both
in executive agencies and in the Con-
gress. We have let the subject be frag-
mented into dozens of parts.

I could relate more, but I believe this is
sufficient to indicate that the intricacies
of Federal resource and conservation ac-
tion are virtually insoluble without some
form of coordinated evaluation—some ef-
fective means of learning where we stand,
how the bits and pieces are fitting to-
gether, and how well all of the things we
are doing will serve to meet our needs.

We do not now have such a means, so
we move forward as best we can with the
fragmentary information available to us.
As a result, in all too many cases, plan-
ning suffers and our actions are piece-
meal reactions to emergencies, We are,
for example, all painfully aware of the
water needs of the Northeastern United
States this summer. The emergency sit-
uation there will surely give great im-
petus to our water supply efforts. Major
steps are already being taken in our stud-
ies of saline water conversion. But all of
these actions and more are too late to be
of benefit to the citizens of New York City
in the long, dry summer of 1965. Long-
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range planning and development should
have begun on a systematic, coordinated
basis long ago.

All of this is clear evidence of the need
for the U.S. Congress to have an annual
report—not a decennial study—on where
we stand in the various aspects of con-
servation, development, and utilization of
natural resources. There can be no jus-
tification of waiting for a crisis affecting
the national security, or a critical civilian
shortage of one or another of the re-
sources on which our general welfare or
our national survival depends, before we
find out that our planning has been in-
adequate and our works inappropriate.

Emergency programs are not only wor-
risome and often inadequate, they also
tend to be costly and inefficient, In 1935
we could have purchased 400 miles of sea-
shore recreation area on the Atlantic and
gulf coasts for $14 or $15 million. At that
time there were no requirements projec-
tions looking ahead to 1965—or even to
1950. As a consequence, on this one type
of resource requirement alone, the Nation
will have to pay out a hillion dollars more
than would have been required 25 years
ago.

There might have been enormous sav-
ings had we had projections over even
the past 10 years; lacking them, we are
now having to pay the price of insuffi-
cient information in staggering appro-
priations to meet the requirements for
outdoor recreation resources demanded
by an effluent, burgeoning population.

In connection with recreation re-
sources, I want to pay tribute to Senator
CLINTON P. ANDERSON, to the late Senator
James E. Murray to Vice President
HuserT HumpPHREY and all the others
who worked with them for early recogni-
tion of the rising recreation resource
emergency in the fifties.

It was my privilege to sponsor the
original wilderness bill in the House of
of Representatives. The Vice President
was its first author in the Senate. Thanks
to farsightedness in this field, we have
preserved the Nation’s opportunity to re-
serve a considerable amount of wilder-
ness and scenic beauty without billions
of dollars acquisition expense—and to
preserve bona fide wilderness, undis-
turbed by man.

Thanks to Senator ANpERSON’S initia-
tive, not only was the wilderness bill
finally enacted—he finished that job
with the brilllant help of Senator FrRank
CrurcE—but a nationwide review of the
whole recreation resources emergency
was conducted in 1959 and 1960.

Again thanks to Senator Mixe MaNs-
FIELD who first suggested it, and the late
Senator Murray of Montana and the
senior Senator from New Mexico, who
followed through, we have had a recent
decennial study of water problems which,
unfortunately, is not being kept up-to-
date so we can see how we are doing in
meeting those problems from year to
Year.

In almost every other fleld—I mention
economics and demography as illustra-
tions—there are infinite current statis-
tics to guide our actions in both public
and private enterprises. But on the nat-
ural resources and conservation front,
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nobody now reports to the Congress, or
the President, or the people, whether
overall we are gaining or losing in rela-
tion to our requirements—or whether in
10 or 20 years the foreseeable require-
ments of our people can be supplied and
sustained. We should not allow this
State of affairs to continue.

A permanent mechanism should be set
up to study and develop and report on
whole programs and policies that will
protect and prudently use all of our nat-
ural resources of soil, water, forests, air,
minerals, grazing lands, fish, and wild-
life, and related recreational, sceniec, eco-
nomic, and scientific qualities in our life
and heritage.

Two late, great Members of this body—
Senator James Murray of Montana and
Senator Clair Engle of California—
sought some 5 years ago, in 1960 and
1961, to set up such machinery for the
Congress and the President to use. To-
day I urge the consideration of that pro-
posal somewhat modified, which would
be authorized by S. 938, “To declare a
national policy on conservation, develop-
ment, and utilization of natural re-
sources.” My proposal calls for an an-
nual report to Congress from the Presi-
dent, assisted by a Council of Resource
and Conservation Advisers, on the con-
dition of the Nation’s natural resources,
particularly in terms of their multiple-
purpose use; trends in their management
and use; an evaluation of their adequacy
and availability; a review of all conser-
vation programs and activities and their
expected effects; and a suggested pro-
gram for carrying out the mnational
policy, including proposals for legisla-
tion. At any time, this annual report
could be supplemented by the President
with additional reports or suggestions for
legislation having to do with natural re-
sources conservation and development.
To assist the President in preparing the
annual report, the bill provides for a
three-member Council of Resources and
Conservation Advisers, appointed by the
President with the advice and consent of
the Senate. These advisers would be
qualified by training, experience, and
accomplishment to analyze and interpret
natural resources policy and to formulate
recommendations. The council could
utilize whatever sources of information,
services, and facilities—public or pri-
vate—which would be available either
through cooperation, or by employment
of its own staff.

The annual report of the President to
the Congress would be referred to select
committees on the Resources and Con-
servation Report in the Senate and in
the House. The select committee in the
Senate would be made up of the chair-
man and ranking majority and minority
members from the Committees on In-
terior and Insular Affairs, Public Works,
Agriculture, and Commerce. The Presi-
dent pro tempore of the Senate would
appoint the chairman and vice chairman
of the Senate select committee, and the
Speaker of the House would make simi-
lar designations for the House select
committee.

Each of these select committees would
make a continuing study of the Presi-
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dent’s report and/or assign such studies
to the appropriate standing committee
of the House and Senate; the select com-
mittee of each body would make reports
on resources and conservation matters
and on studies undertaken as it deems
advisable.

These select committees would bring
together the leaders of the major com-
mittees in Congress dealing with re-
sources at least once a year to consider
together, in connection with the annual
Resources and Conservation Report, the
overall situation and the broad resources
picture.

Two decades ago, in 1946, the Congress
declared that it was the continuing re-
sponsibility of the “Federal Government
to foster and promote free and competi-
tive enterprise and the general welfare,
conditions under which there will be af-
forded useful employment opportunities,
including self-employment, for those
able, willing, and seeking to work, and
to promote maximum employment, pro-
duction, and purchasing power.” The
Employment Act of 1946 has been hailed
in many quarters as the major achieve-
ment of the Congress in the 20th century.
Authored by Senator Murray, it estab-
lished a Council of Economic Advisors
in the Office of the President and a Joint
Economic Committee in the Congress.
The approach taken in S. 938, the “Re-
sources and Conservation Act of 1965,”
is a similar approach in the area of re-
sources and conservation.

In the Employment Act of 1946, the
Congress asserted that it is the national
policy of the U.S. Government to create
a climate in which human resources
will be utilized. It seems to me, and to
the 15 other Senators who have joined
with me in sponsoring S. 938 that the
Congress has an equal responsibility to
take the necessary steps which will
preserve and utilize in their most produc-
tive state our natural resources. If the
Congress and the Federal Government
are on record as being responsible for
doing all they can to insure a sound and
progressive national economy, then it ap-
pears to follow that there is likewise a
governmental responsibility to assure the
proper and best use and conservation of
our natural resources. Our economy
cannot long remain dynamic if our re-
sources are wasted or developed in an
uncoordinated, piecemeal manner.

I do not criticize the Federal agencies
because they have not engaged in the
kind of overall resource planning that we
are here concerned with. Each of these
agencies has been assigned a specialized
and limited mission. All of these pro-
grams at whatever level have merit and
many are excellent and essential in
themselves. However, this restricted
approach by each agency or department
results in a sort of jigsaw puzzle of con-
servation, where no one ever puts all the
pieces together to see what the total pic-
ture is or where we are going to come out
at the end. We clearly need to develop
a better program of coordination among
the many agencies of the Federal Gov-
ernment, along with the various levels of
State and local governments, as well as
with industry, agriculture, labor, con-
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servationists, and private property own-
ers. All of these groups are interested
in developing the best possible long
range programs for the conservation and
utilization of our land, water, minerals,
forests, and wildlife. The essential
mechanism for the coordination of these
programs and policies in the best in-
terests of the Nation is the missing
feature.

The Resources and Conservation Act
of 1965 would place this review and co-
ordination job in the Office of the Presi-
dent, where with the assistance and
counsel of his advisers, he might make
unified evaluations and recommenda-
tions to the Congress regarding the at-
tainment of the maximum potential of
America’s natural resources for our gen-
eration and those to come after us.

The late President Kennedy, when he
was campaigning across the country in
the 1960 presidential campaign, stated
again and again that all our resources
programs involving numerous Federal
agencies require coordination by the ex-
ecutive. He supported the Resources
and Conservation Act, with its concept
of high-level professional advisers in the
Office of the President. He so stated in

.Durango, Colo.; Helena, Mont.; Redding,

Calif.; Billings, Mont.; and Phoenix,
Ariz. In his great natural resources mes-
sage to the Congress on February 23,
1961, President Kennedy presented a
stirring challenge once again:

This statement is designed to bring to-
gether In one message the widely scattered
resource policies of the Federal Government.
In the past these policies have overlapped
and often confiicted. Funds were wasted on
competing efforts. Widely differing stand-
ards were applied to measure the Federal
contribution to similar projects. Funds and
attention devoted to annual appropriations
or immediate pressures diverted energles
away from long-range planning for national
economic growth.

President Johnson, in his conserva-
tion message on February 8, 1965, has
again stated the challenge in eloquent
terms:

The same soclety which receives the re-
wards of technology must, as a cooperating
whole, take responsibility for control * * *
to deal with these problems will require a
new conservation * * *, Our conservation
must not be just the classic conservation of
protection and development, but a creative
conservation of restoration and innovation.
Its concern is not with nature alone, but the
total relation between man and the world
around him.,

Congressman Marsh would have
agreed with President Johnson, because
that was exactly what he was telling his
fellow Americans a hundred years ago—
long before it was called ecology. The
wheel has made its turn, from the proph-
et of 1864 to the leader of 1965 in con-
servation of all resources, both human
and of nature.

During the second session of the 88th
Congress and in the first session of the
89th Congress, we have been implement-
ing President Johnson’s concept. We
have been giving the President, the Gov-
ernment at all levels, and the American
people, one conservation tool after an-
other: The Classification and Multiple
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Use Act; the Water Resources Research
Act; the Land and Water Conservation
Fund; the National Wilderness Preser-
vation System; the wetlands acquisition
program; the Public Land Law Review
Commission; the Economic Opportunity
Act which establishes a Youth Conserva-
tion Corps for work on public lands; the
Appalachia Act; the water pollution
control bill now in conference; the wild
rivers preservation bill now before both
Houses; the Water Resources Planning
Act; the expansion of the saline conver-
sion program; the Federal Water Proj-
ect Recreation Act; the Federal installa-
tions, facilities, and equipment Pollution
Control Act already passed by this body;
a program for the expansion of ocean-
ographiec research and the establishment
of a Commission on Marine Sciences, En-
gineering and Resources; and the air
pollution control bill.

This is a brilliant array of tools. Now
the next concern must be: How do we put
them together? Do we have the orga-
nizational setup to make all of these
programs work? Does the President
have the kind of assistance he needs to
reconcile all the conflicts over resource
use which our growing, urbanized, indus-
trialized population engenders? To re-

turn to my opening question—How can

modern man make the best possible use
of his natural environment? Can our
political leaders and conservationists
and agency planners be wise enough to
fit together their short-term programs
for a long-term yield? A major answer
to these questions would be the enact-
ment of the Resources and Conservation
Act.

From the broad and fundamental con-
sideration of Congressman George Per-
kins Marsh to the experiences and prag-
matic liberalism of the late Senator
James Murray of Montana, Senator
CrLiNTON ANDERSON, of New Mexico and
the bright and promising enunciations
of President John F. Kennedy, President
Lyndon Johnson, and Vice President
HuMPHREY, a century of thought and ac-
tion in the field of conservation has
brought us to the threshold of this great
consolidation of our resources policies
and concerns. Action is needed now to
bring all the pieces together into a uni-
fied whole.

When I introduced the Resources and
Conservation Act on February 1, this
year, I quoted to the Senate a paragraph
from a report to the President by the
National Academy of Sciences on renew-
able resources, which said:

It is evident that optimization of natural
resources for human use and welfare can-
not be achieved by fragmentary and sporad-
ic attention given to isolated parts of the
problem, but that the issues involved must
be made the subject of a permanent, system-
atic process of investigation, recording
and evaluation, carried on continuously in
reference to the total perspectlve. It would
appear mandatory, therefore, to entrust an
independent organization with the task.

This does not mean a new administra-
tive agency is necessary. It means that
we should do in the field of resources
what we have done in the economic
field—create a council of advisers who
can stand a little apart and take a care-
ful overall look at resource and conser-
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vation programs and needs fto assure
abundant resources in 1980, 2000, and for
all the years to come.

We have done an outstanding job of
coordinating economic policy, and bring-
ing the many Federal activities which
effect economic growth into harmony
through the Council of Economic Ad-
visors, the annual economiec report and
the Joint Economic Committee. We
have been able since 1961 to stimulate
economic growth rate and sustain a high
level economy for the longest period in
our national history.

We can end the conflicts and bring
harmony again in resource and conser-
vation matters through the same sort
of instrumentality we use in the eco-
nomic field—not a new administrative
agency, or a new competitor for pre-
rogatives, but an agency which will help
existing agencies weave their programs
into a pattern which restores harmony
between man and nature, ends the ero-
sion of our resource base, and assures
supplies to meet the needs both of our
generation and of generations to come.

I urge the serious consideration of all
those concerned with resource prob-
lems—and the many bills before this
Congress testify that such concern is
widespread—of S. 938.

BIG BROTHER: A VIEW FROM
BRITAIN

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. President,
recently, on August 26, 1965, the Man-
chester Guardian published an excel-
lent article on “The Right to Privacy.”
It should be most interesting for Amer-
icans who are concerned with the sub-
ject, especially those of us who are
charged with considering the need for
legislation in this field. Therefore, I
ask that it be printed at this point in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

[From the Manchester Guardian,
Aug. 26, 1965]

THE RIGHT TO PRIVACY

Detector capsules which may be swallowed
unknowingly can transmit to a distant lis-
tener everything a person says. This item
from the world of telecommunications made
the starting point on Sunday night for a
Eritish Broadcasting Corp. broadcast discus-
slon on the right to privacy. It wound up
with the reminder that among the human
rights acknowledged by the United Nations
is freedom from arbitrary interference with
privacy—family, home, or correspondence.
With the means of observation and record-
ing developing at an explosive rate, what
rights does the individual have to be pro-
tected from what he would, in simple terms,
call snooping, eavesdropping, and intrusion?

In the English law the position is far from
clear. In 1961 Lord Mancroft introduced a
right of privacy bill into the House of Lords.
It made no progress, not because it was held
that the existing law was adequate to pro-
tect a person's legitimate privacy, but be-
cause it was thought impracticable to dis-
tinguish between improper invasion of pri-
vacy and the due reporting of matters of
public interest. And there the matter still
stands. But the cause of public concern
(such as it is) has changed and is changing.
Then the main complaint was the conduct
of journalists chasing the trivialities of the
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gossip column, Now there is rather more
particular anxiety about the use of new de-
vices, and not chiefly by journalists.

Is it proper to use television to keep watch
against thieves on car parks and in shops?
Or to record conversations unbeknown to
the participants? In the BBC discussion an
important distinction was made between ob-
serving wrong conduct, which was held to
be a legitimate use of television for criminal
investigation, and the recording of speech
which, when unguarded, is liable to be seri-
ously misleading. The law already implicitly
recognizes the point in requiring a suspect
to be formally warned, when he is questioned
by the police, that what he says may be used
in court against him.

The developing of communications of all
sorts has made the world much less private
for public figures. But this is a price to be
paid for golng into public life, whether in
the accepted public occupations such as poli-
tics or entertainment, or in positions of au-
thority in the professions and in business,
Here the public (mainly through the agency
of the press) has “a right to know.” But
again a distinction has to be drawn which is
not at present defined by the law. The pub-
lic has the right to know what is a matter
of public concern, but not what is merely
a matter of popular curiosity. Public figures
are entitled to privacy in their family lives
and in their leisure, and to be protected,
among other things, from the attentions
of photographers with long-range cameras.

If the pressure for a defined right of pri-
vacy grows there will be the inclination to
misuse it to buttress the habit of secrecy
in matters of public interest. That will have
to be watched and resisted. While the right
to know does not extend to trivial gossip,
the right to privacy should be no bar to in-
quiry in public affairs. This again is a prin-
ciple that deserves to be written into the
English law. Lord Shawcross would allow the
defense of qualified privilege for the publica-
tion in the press of matters of public con-
cern and interest. Once this were conceded
it would be easier to secure the right of
privacy on defined grounds.

SENATOR HART'S STATEMENT ON
DOCTOR-DISPENSING OF EYE-
GLASSES

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, we in
Congress who care about—and fight for—
consumer causes do not hesitate to ac-
knowledge the magnitude of the load
carried in this area by the junior Senator
from Michigan [Mr. Hart].

Frankly, when he talks of consumer
problems, we listen. And we learn.
Therefore, it was with great interest that
I followed hearings held by Senator
HarT's Antitrust and Monopoly Subcom-
mittee on the question of doctors profit-
ing from the sale of products they pre-
seribe. Last year, the hearings centered
on doctor-ownership of pharmacies and
drug packaging companies. This year,
they dealt with doctors selling eyeglasses.

Based on the information developed in
these hearings, Senator HarT has an-
nounced he plans to introduce legislation
aimed at prohibiting a doctor from prof-
iting from such sales. If Senator HART,
in his usual fairminded way, has decided
legislation is needed, we must all be
aware that there is indeed a problem in
this area.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senator HarT's statement at
the close of the eyeglass hearings be in-
serted in the Recorp at the conclusion of
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my remarks. In this, he outlines exactly
what legislation he thinks is needed.
Also, I would like inserted a story by
Morton Mintz from the August 9, 1965,
Washington Post which elaborates on the
concern with which doctors themselves
view this practice.

I think my colleagues should be aware
of the problem which exists and these
two pieces do an admirable job of pre-
senting it briefly.

There being no objection, the state-
ment and the article were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

CLOSING STATEMENT BY SENATOR PHILIP A,
HarT oN DocToR-DISPENSING OF EYEGLASSES

This committee seldom is asked to resolve
uncomplicated problems. But the case be-
fore us is even more difficult than most.

We are asked now to determine if a doctor’s
profiting from the products he prescribes is
harmful to competition and consumers,

Last year we heard that 5,000 physicians
were owners of small drug companies. An
additional 3,000 or more were designated as
owners of pharmacies, Both of these figures
are conservative because ownership of these
businesses is difficult to ascertain. Now we
learn there are approximately 2,500
ophthalmologists who sell eyeglasses, Con-
servatively, then, we have 10,500 doctors
profiting from products they prescribe. There
is reason to believe that considerably more
of the Nation's 200,000 physicians have earn-
ings from similar commercial endeavors.

All indications are that next year there
will be more—and the year after that still
more.

In this situation we consider not only con-
flicting economic interests of trade groups;
here we have men who are indeed acting as
merchants but who are members of a profes-
sion which all Americans set apart—and to
whom all turn with confidence and trust for
treatment of their most valued possession,
their health.

This trust is essential in the doctor-
patient relationship. And it is an integral
part of the problem before us. For in most
other purchasing decisions the consumer
operates to some degree against the back-
ground of “let the buyer beware.” In these
cases, the total—and essential—trust which
a patient has in his doctor proscribes this.
This trust, then, must be considered in our
deliberations,

Before going any further, let me make
clear that I do not for a minute think that
all doctors who own pharmacies—or sell eye-
glasses—are operating in an unethical man-
ner. Many, I am sure, sell drugs or glasses
because in their opinion this is the way best
to serve their patients.

But this record indlicates that a substantial
number do not operate with this motivation
only. As a result consumers suffer., Com-
petition suffers. Perhaps most dangerous
and regrettable, the degree of patient trust
in the doctor is weakened.

Cases have been presented which sub-
stantiate the accusation that some doctors
always charge more for glasses than would
the optician and in some cases the quality
and fit was poorer.

Worse, we have been told of cases where
doctors have increased thelr daily workload
so that it is difficult for them to give the
necessary medical attention each patient
needs,

Clearly, these cases are in the minority.
But they demonstrate how far down the road
this practice can lead physiclans. And they
are to be compared to examples detalled in
last year’s hearings where purchase of a
pharmacy seemed to lead to overprescribing
by the doctor-owner. We heard of one
doctor who wrote $10,000 worth of drug
prescriptions the year before and $50,000 the
year after he bought a pharmacy.
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By interfering with-—and sometimes even
denying—a patient's right to take his pre-
scription and shop for the best style, quality,
and price, a doctor dispensing his own wares
not only takes advantage of that patient but
also interferes seriously with the competi-
tive opportunity of other sellers of optical
goods. The result is to restrain trade.
Competition is lessened and competitors are
injured. We have learned of opticians
forced into bankruptcy—of one who lost 40
percent of his business in the year after
doctor-dispensing began in his city—and of
many others similarly damaged.

The economic effect the practice can
have—and has had—on the consumer is
documented also. Included is one survey
that showed consumers pald $7.50 to $15.10
more for glasses from a doctor than they
would have from an optician. Further, we
learned of many cases where consumers
couldn't wear the doctor-dispensed glasses
without adjustments by an optician. In
one case, a lady was charged $656 by a doctor
for glasses she couldn't use and ended up
paying an optician $33 more for a pair she
could.

If the disadvantages of “doctor merchants"
were limited to the fleld of eyeglasses the
problem would be serious enough. Unfor-
tunately, last year in our hearings we learned
that the same problems exist in the area
of doctor-ownership of pharmacies and drug
companies.

Three ways to eliminate these practices
once were seen as possible—action by the
American Medical Association, action under
present law, or writing new law.

The AMA, unfortunately, seems incapable.
The assoclation nationally says it is a matter
for the local societies. Local societles, we
have found repeatedly, do not cope with
these situations. Usually they say It is a
problem for the national association.

Further, reputable doctors have appeared
before us and said that dispensing oph-
thalmologists would rather give up AMA
membership and hospital privileges than de-
prive themselves of the financlal rewards of
dispensing.

The testimony of nondispensing oph-
thalmologists—in person, by telegram, and
by letter—I think deserves special considera-
tion. For while it might be possible to ex-
plain away the case presented by the op-
ticians, it is impressive that members of the
profession themselves vehemently condemn
the practice.

On the question of how effective any medi-
cal assoclation ruling against the practice
might be, two things should be noted.

First. two surgeons who dispense glasses
appeared at these hearings. Neither be-
longs to the American College of Surgeons,
which does have a rule against doctors sell-
ing glasses. One of the doctors said he did
not belong because he does not agree with
this ban.

Second, the AMA had an ethical rule
flatly prohibiting doctors from profiting
from sale of prescribed products in 1951
when the Department of Justice obtained
consent judgments to stop 4,000 ophthal-
mologists from accepting rebates from op-
ticlans. The AMA ethic today proscribes a
doctor selling products unless it is “in the
best interest of his patlent.”

As for present law eliminating the prac-
tices, we have had reports from the Depart-
ment of Justice and the Federal Trade Com-
mission that present law cannot do the job.

All that is left open is writing new legisla-
tion. This I do not like; it is not an area
in which I would enjoy seeing legislation
written.

But, as I sald at the close of our hearings
last year on doctor-ownership, the consumer
and the independent businessmen deserve
protection from doctors who abuse their pre-
scription power for private monetary gain.
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Until 1955, the American Medical Associ-
ation prohibited this with a simple ethic: An
ethical physiclan does not engage in barter
or trade in the appllances, devices or rem-
edies prescribed for patients, but limits the
sources of his professional income to profes-
sional services rendered the patient.

That ethic made good sense then; it makes
good sense now.

As soon as practical I will introduce legis-
lation to give that ethic the force of law.
In drafting such a bill we will have to iron
out the problems caused by exceptional sit-
uations. For example, we must consider the
remote areas where technicians such as op-
ticlans and pharmacists may not be available.
Also, we must welgh the effect of the fact
that in some cases—such as opticlary—not
all States license the technicians who fill
prescriptions.

But the problems of drafting the bill seem
to me worth the effort, for legislation appears
the only way to protect the interest of the
consumers, nondoctor competitors and the
doctor himself.

[From the Washington Post, Aug. 9, 1965]

DoCToRS ASSAIL GREED OF SOME EYE
BPECIALISTS

(By Morton Mintz)

Probably never before have physicians at a
congressional hearing looked through a glass
so darkly at other physicians.

It is not easy for me,"” said Dr. Christopher
Wood, “to testify that the unethical prac-
tices of a majority of my fellow ophthalmolo-
gists are a disservice to the heritage of medi-
cine and, more important, to their patients.”

A second eye specialist, Dr, Alfons F. Tip-
shus, asked if ophthalmology is so deeply in-
fected “with the germ of greed that it may
contaminate the rest of medicine?”

A third, Dr. Clarence B. Foster, said, “For
too long, I sat in silence while many of my
fellow physicians deliberately flouted ethical
and moral standards in their quest for every
dollar they can acquire.”

ATTACKS NOT NEW

Public denunciations of organized medl-
cine—by persons outside of it—are nothing
new. They were heard last year for example,
when Senator PHILIP A. HART's Senate Anti-
trust Subcommittee showed that about 8,000
doctors had interests in pharmacies and drug
repackaging plants.

The attacks were renewed by opticlans—
who admittedly have a lens to grind—in the
Michigan Democrat’s 5-day hearing on doec-
tors who sell the eyeglasses they prescribe.

But not until this hearing, which ended
last Friday, did physicians—voluntarily and
in number—join in.

Their language was as bitter as some of
their medicines, as sharp as 20-20 vision.
They saw their profession being eroded by a
kind of Gresham’s law in which shabby
ethics tend to drive out the good. They de-
picted organized medicine as unwilling or un-
able to act and they pleaded for legislation—
which HarT seems certain to propose.

THE 1951 BAN ON REBATES

The explosive force had been bullding up
since at least 1951, when a constant decree
was issued forbidding doctors to receive or
opticlans to pay rebates on eyeglass prescrip-
tions. At that time, the Justice Department
estimated, 3,000 of the Nation's 5,000 ophthal-
mologists were receiving kickbacks.

Some ophthalmologists hoped that an end
to profiting by doctors on eyeglass prescrip-
tions had been assured by the decree and by
the American Medical Assoclation’'s Code of
Ethics, which prohibited physicians from
selling eyeglasses or drugs unless optical
shops or pharmacies were remote.

Such hopes “turned out to be a mirage,”
HART was told by Dr. Foster, a Southern Pines,
N.C., ophthalmologist, who has found it pos-
sible to make a reasomnable living—not the
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two Cadillacs and country club type—by con-
fining his practice to rendering purely pro-
fessional services.

CALLS IT REPREHENSIBLE

The decree, he said, merely stimulated
some of the colleagues to become “eyeglass
merchandisers to their captive patients.” He
termed this new method “‘as reprehensible as
the kickback system.”

The new method replaced the old almost
without a pause. HArT was persuaded by the
hearing evidence that it is used today—in
ophthalmologists’ offices, in adjoining offices,
as in doctor-owned optical firms—by at least
2,500 of the 6,200 ophthalmologists, and that
it accounts for a substantial share of the $155
million annual business in eyeglasses.

Once the system became widespread, Dr.
Foster said, the next step was to induce the
AMA to water down its code of ethics so as
to bring the system within it. “I have read
that no AMA convention has ever atiracted
so many ophthalmologists as the 1955 session,
where this action was taken,” Dr, Foster said.

Some of the results described by Dr. Foster
included eyeglass dispensing by laymen “with
little training” by an optician “who takes the
job to survive,” or by the doctor himself,
“though I know that nothing in his medical
training gives him this competence.”

PRACTICES REVEALED

He sald many ophthalmologists refuse to
give a prescription to the patient, impose an
extra charge for it or reject responsibility “if
the work is done elsewhere.”

Spokesmen for the country's 18,000 opti-
cians said that since 1057 the fallure rate
among independent optical stores has been
10 times as high as that of other retailers.

They submitted evidence—names, dates,
places, photostatic copies of doctors’ bills—
showing that in city after city the prices
charged by ophthalmologists are higher—
sometimes very much higher—than those
charged by opticians. Their estimates of the
annual clear profits to ophthalmologists were
in the five-fi range.

In eOmngegugﬁunlg.e Calif., testified Dr.
Tipshus, who is from Anaheim, 30 out of 40
ophthalmologists dispense glasses. Opticlans
cited even higher ratios elsewhere—all in
ILubbock, Tex., and Bakersfield, Calif,, nearly
all in Reading, Pa., 16 out of 16 in Charlotte,
N.C., 10 out of 11 in a sector of Los Angeles.
The ratio in Washington was indicated to
be very low.

APPEALS FUTILE

Appeals for help to the Justice Depart-
ment and the Federal Trade Commission
have been fruitless, one reason being that
interstate commerce was said not to be in-
volved.

Appeals to local medical societies have
been lost in what Optician A, G. Jefferson
of Lynchburg, Va., called the AMA's “revolv-
ing-door code of ethics.”

Optician J. W. Broom, Jr., of Lubbock told
HarT he had to write the local medical society
in his town, the Texas Medical Association
and the American Medical Association, with-
out results.

Some of the bitterest testimony came from
Dr. Wood, a former member of the AMA's
House of Delegates, who goes beyond HART'S
estimate to say that even by 1962 more than
half the ophthalmologists were dispensing
glasses.

CONDEMNS AVARICE

After settling in Mpyrtle Beach, S.C, In
1058, he told Hart, he was shocked to find
colleagues new to ophthalmology committed
to this unethical practice. He condemned
thelr avarice, and I repeat the word loudly
and clearly, and sald:

“It is an absolute certainty that if there
were no money involved, if the patient's care
were the only factor, there would be no sell-
ing of glasses.”

In a letter put in the record, Dr. John W.
Dickerson of Norfolk, Va., asked “how one

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

can clearly decide whether a patient needs
glasses ‘when one can make money by giving
the patient glasses.’ It makes the profit
motive an important part of a medical de-
cision. Itls wrong.”

Dr. Marvin Joe McEKenney of Lansing,
Mich., suggested that “more eyeglesses are
prescribed in those offices that sell eyeglasses
than in those that do not.”

The AMA's Dr. Willlam O. La Motte, Jr.,
a nondispensing Wilmington, Del,, ophthal-
mologist termed “reasonable and respon-
sible” the AMA's code which was revised to
say that doctors may dispense , Tem-
edies, or appllances “provided it is in the
best interest of the patient.”

But under questioning by subcommittee
counsel S. Jerry Cohen, he acknowledged that
in determining the patient’s best interest
the doctor is, in effect, “lawyer, judge, and
jury.”

The AMA spokesman and physican-wit-
nesses who do dispense glasses emphasized
market-age patients want one-stop service.
Optometrists examine eyes and also prescribe
glasses, Dispensing of glasses is an integral
part of professional ophthalmologlic service.

INCONVENIENCE IS SEEN

“A universal prescription against physician
dispensing would deny some patients glasses,
require other patients to seek Incompetent
dispensers, and cause still other patients per-
sonal Inconvenience,” Dr. LaMotte testified.

Dr. LaMotte agreed emphatically that cer-
tain practices, such as a physician refusing
to give patients a free cholce as to where to
have prescriptions filled, violate AMA ethics.

Often, however, he sald, what the AMA
gets are generalized complaints, ‘not specific
facts.  Hart then gave him some cases that
the physician concerned to be “ironclad.”

Drs. Charles W. Tillett and Marvin Lym-
berris of Charlotte, N.C., contended that com-
plaints of price-gouging by dispensing
ophthalmologists are ‘‘completely without
foundation.” Dr. Tillett said that opticians
sometimes charge more, and he cited cases of
opticians refusing to fill complicated pre-
scriptions.

PRESIDENT JOHNSON'S TEAM AT
THE UNITED NATIONS

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, Presi-
dent Johnson has demonstrated in the
only way it counts—by his actions—that
he supports the United Nations and ifs
vital role.

The most recent example of his deter-
mination to contribute to world peace
through the United Nations was the an-
nouncement of his team at the UN. As
the following column in the August 28
Evening Star, Washington, D.C., states:

It i1s a team qualified in many ways and
the President thought of them all.

Because this column outlines in some
detail the qualifications of each member
of President Johnson’s U.N. team, I ask
consent to insert it in the Recorp at this
time.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

JoHNson's TEAM GoEs TO THE U.N.
(By Doris Fleeson)

UNITED NATIONS—A Johnson team is in
charge of American interests at the United
Nations. TU.N. diplomats, for all the immense
regard and affection they had for the Een-
nedy choices, feel a certain relief.

It could hardly be a secret from the men
and women who are at the United Nations
because their countries value their political
acumen that the Presldent was more or less
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keeping the U.S. mission at arm's length.
Aware of the power of the Presidency, they
are happy to have with them a group of
Johnson's choice.

The Johnson manner is again in question.
Ambassadors Francis T. P, Plimpton and
Marietta Tree and Franklin Willlams de-
served much more than the cold abruptness
of the change. They have served with dis-
tinction and their attention to all the little
things that count was above praise.

Personality differences no doubt played a
part in the change, but its political com-
plexion is its true significance. Johnson
has brains and he looks ahead. He has a
plan for the United Nations and he is pre-
paring for its political defense at home.

In the surprise appointment of Justice
Arthur Goldberg to succeed Adlai Steven-
son as U.S. Ambassador to the United Na-
tions, Johnson made plain that he regards
the world organization as a bargaining place.
He chose, therefore, the best and most fa-
mous negotiator the country has to offer.

Goldberg is an activist; sitting and talking
is not his line. The bargaining efforts now
indicated may not succeed but that will not
be for want of trying.

The ground, therefore, must be prepared
for defending what happens not just on the
scene but to the folks. A congressional cam-
palgn is less than a year away, a presidential
election 2 years later. Already Republicans
are making some telling criticisms of Viet-
nam policy.

Goldberg has a powerful political consti-
tuency in every State, labor and the intellec-
tuals. Charles W. Yost who moves up next
to him is a highly regarded Foreign Service
officer with marked skill for translating the
State Department to Congress. That skill
was not among Plimpton's assets,

James Madison Nabrit, Jr,, has been presi-
dent of Howard University since 1961 and
has been an active civil rights lawyer.
Enough said. He should encounter no prob-
lems as representative to the talkative Se-
curity Council or in explaining what goes
on in areas vital to Democratic victory.

Mrs. Eleanor Roosevelt is gone but her
oldest and favorite son, Representative
JaMes RoOsevELT, was avallable for the
United Nations, and while he does not look
like his father, he sounds like him. Servict
in the House since 1955 has taught him the
congressional byways and llke his mother,
he never gets tired of working.

Mrs. Eugenie Anderson of Minnesota is
a veteran of its activist politics and a for-
mer Ambassador, Her like is to be found,
though perhaps she is more simply dressed,
in the good works sector of every American
town and city. She is an articulate and
sensible expert in the soft sell,

In short, it is a team qualified in many
:uaya and the President thought of them

A TRIBUTE TO THYRA THOMSON,
WYOMING’'S SECRETARY OF
STATE

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, in an
excellent feature article in the Septem-
ber 5 Denver Post, tribute is paid to
Wyoming’s intelligent and attractive
Secretary of State Thyra Thomson.
Mrs. Thomson, the widow of former
Wyoming Congressman and U.S. Sen-
ator-elect Keith Thomson, holds the
highest elected executive post of any
woman in the United States. She also
holds the position, which she values just
as highly, of mother and homemaker
for three fine boys, ages 13 to 22.

Thyra Thomson was elected in 1962
by what in Wyoming is a very substan-
tial margin—15,000 votes. As the arti-
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cle points out, this victory “makes the
first lady of Wyoming politics one of the
West’s most powerful political figures.”

Had her husband, Keith, lived, he
would have been occupying this Senate
seat, but his death 1 month after his elec-
tion in 1960 deprived Wyoming of one
of her finest and most promising political
figures.

Mr. President, I ask that the feature
article by the Denver Post’s Rena
Andrews, entitled “Love Affair With
Wyoming,” be printed in the CoNGRES-
SIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Love AFFAIR WITH WYOMING
(By Rena Andrews)

CHEYENNE, WyYo.—Thyra Thomson, Wyo-
ming's first woman secretary of state, holds
the highest elected executive position of any
woman in the United States. That's be-
cause Wyoming has no Lieutenant Governor,
so0 the secretary of state is Acting Governor
when the Governor is absent.

This, plus the fact Mrs. Thomson, a Re-
publican, defeated her opponent for the
secretary of state's Job by a decisive victory—
15,000 votes—makes the first lady of Wyo-
ming politics one of the West's most power-
ful political figures.

And Wyoming's politiclans, both Repub-
licans and Democrats, are fidgety because
Mrs. Thomson might decide to run—for Gov-
ernor or the U.S. Senate, not to mention her
present job—in the elections of 1866. The
general feeling in political ecircles s that if
Mrs. Thomson decides to run—for anything—
she’ll be a "sure winner."

Meanwhile, Thyra Thomson remains
Sphinxlike.

When told that several political figures—
representatives of both parties—say they feel
certain she could finish ahead in the guber-
natorial race, Mrs. Thomson just smiles and
says, “I'm flattered.,” But she adds that
Wyoming’s Gov. Cliff Hansen, also a Repub-
lican, is “one of the greatest men I've ever
met.”

‘Would Mrs. Thomson consider running for
the Senate?

“I love my job and I love Wyoming,” she
answers. “There’s an awful lot to be done
right here In our State.”

It's a woman’s prerogative not to give her
age, but Mrs. Thomson has no qualms about
saying, "I'm 49.”

Yet, when it comes to her political plans,
her answer is:

“Ask me this time next year.”

Mrs. Thomson was born in Florence, Colo.
She moved to Wyoming when she was in the
eijghth grade and says she considers the
Equality State her country.

A graduate of Cheyenne Central High
School, Mrs. Thomson was graduated cum
laude from the University of Wyoming in
Laramie in 1939 with a major in psychology
and minors In soclology and business admin-
istration.

Her husband, the late EKeith Thomson,
was Wyoming's three-term Republican Con-
gressman who was elected to the U.S. Sen-
ate In 1960. He died of a heart attack De-
cember 9 of that year at his Cody, Wyo.,
ranch before taking office.

“I wasn't even near Keith when he died,”
Mrs. Thomson recalled recently. “The chil-
dren and I were in Washington preparing
for the holidays and getting settled.” She
has three children—Bill, 22; Bruce, 18, and
Casey, 13.

“It was so forlorn coming home from Wash-
ington after Eeith's death,” she sald, “We
had sold our home in Cheyenne and had
bought the ranch in Cody. The children and
I just drove around almlessly. Then we
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spotted a pet shop. This is how we got
Tootsie,” a mixed breed black and tan dog.

Mrs. Thomson sold the ranch at Cody and
settled in a spacious four-bedroom home at
204 E. 22d St. in Cheyenne,

Mrs, Thomson likes to point out her home
is only about one and one-half blocks from
the home Mrs. Esther Hobart Morris once
occupied. Mrs. Morris, whose statue adorns
the grounds of Wyoming's capitol building,
was the proponent of the legislative act in
1869 which made Wyoming the first govern-
ment in the world to grant women equal
rights.

Until after her husband’s death, the closest
Mrs. Thomson had gotten to politics was as
& Congressman’s wife. While living in the
Nation's Capital from 1954 to 1061, Mrs,
Thomson wrote a weekly column, “Watching
Washington,” which was published in 14
newspapers. She also “shared and discussed
ideas with EKeith” about politics.

Today it is hard to say what made Thyra
Thomson decide on a political career. Some
Wyomingites maintain it was an accident,
others say 1t was anger at “what happened
with (former Governor) Hickey,” and still
others say she may have wanted to keep the
Thomson name alive by continuing in her
husband’s chosen field.

Mrs. Thomson gives no specific explana-
tion as to why she decided to run for and
become Wyoming's first woman secretary of
state. The fact is that she was urged to
run both for the U.S. Senate seat to which
her husband was elected and for the secre-
tary of state office.

The Hickey incident involved the then Gov.
J. J. Hickey, a Democrat, who resigned his
post after Thomson's death. The then sec-
retary of state, Jack Gage, succeeded Hickey
and in turn appointed Hickey to the Senate
to fill Thomson's vacated seat. Hickey ran
in 1962 for the unexpired term and lost to
ex-Gov. MILWARD L. SIMPSON.

Mrs. Thomson at the time predicted Hickey
would be defeated in 1962.

One of the main reasons she cites for not
running for the Senate at that time is be-
cause she didn't want to be a sympathy can-
didate.

However, there was nothing to stop her
from getting the votes and confidence of
Wyomingites when she ran for secretary of
state.

“I have traveled in the State of Wyoming
for 11 years with my husband, my children,
and alone,” she said. “While I was cam-
pf.lgning, I covered all 97,000 square miles
of it.”

Mrs. Thomson beat her Democratic oppo-
nent, Frank L. Bowron, of Casper, by some
15,000 votes.

Eeeping records, mailing out annual re-
ports on corporations, and publishing bills
passed by the legislature are included in the
secretary of state’s job.

As soon as Mrs., Thomson took office in
January of 1963 she displayed her talents
as an efficlent housewife by straightening out
files and records in the office and, by so doing,
reducing expenses.

“It used to cost this office about $20 for
the fancy ribbons, retyping, and proofread-
ing of each certified copy of registered docu-
ments on file,” she sald, “What we do now
is pull the original document, Xerox it and
stamp it with a special stamp that says it’s
certified. Then, I sign it and it can be put
in the mall in 5 minutes.”

Mrs. Thomson also saw to it that the 7,000
actlve corporation documents that used to
be scattered in four vaults on different floors
are kept in one fireproof file near her office.

The secretary of state, who draws a salary
of $12,000 a year, occuples a large, cool office
which is furnished with comfortable leather
chairs, a large desk, a long table for confer-
ences, and a bookcase. A wall near Mrs.
Thomson's desk displays the only feminine
touch in the office—a gold-framed mirror.
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There's also a portrait of Mrs. Thomson's
husband.

Mrs. Thomson's staff occupies two adjacent
offices.

Part of the Thomson efficiency is having
trained “every person in this office’” to answer
questions within minutes and to answer let-
ters which are read and signed by Mrs.
Thomson.

“The most important thing in a success-
ful office is a good staff—people who are
bright and well-trained, delegation of au-
thority and a system of controls,” Mrs.
Thomson says.

“Each person In my staff is responsible
for his own work. I oversee it. When
something unusual arises, my staff checks
with me. Otherwise they're on their own.”

Part of Mrs. Thomson’s job is to open
and preside over the Wyoming House of
Representatives.

“We have a 40-day legislature and I have
to handle all the bills, send them to the
printers, write titles for each bill and pub-
lish session bylaws,” she explained. She
also contracts pocket supplements of the
statutes for general distribution.

Mrs. Thomson also gives from 30 to 40
speeches a year throughout the State and
outside of Wyoming and occasionally enter-
tains at the Governor's mansion when the
Hansens are out of town.

But when she entertains officials at home,
Mrs. Thomson likes to give garden parties.

“I'm so proud of our garden,” she says.
“Casey (her youngest son) Is my gardener
and does a wonderful job.” The garden is
shaded by tall trees and neat flowerbeds
decorate the close-trimmed grass.

In order to have more time with her
children, Mrs. Thomson has hired a house-
keeper who cleans her home, does the laun-

and does most of the cooking.

“When I went into office I decided no
man works full time and cares for a home
and three children, too0,” she said. “So I
never do my own hair and don’'t have to
worry about cleaning house or doing laun-
dry. It's all done for me.”

Mrs. Thomson is on the five-member
commission that governs Wyoming. In this
capacity, she attends several meetings of
State committees. She also is chairman of
the Legislative Review Committee, North
American Securities Administrators, and is
vice chairman of the Public Lands Commit-
tee, Western Conference of the Council of
State Governments.

“Because of this five-member commission,
you can change the government of Wyoming
by changing the elective officials,” she said.
“Affairs of State are under the policymaking
of the five top officials in the State.”

Mrs. Thomson said the big difference be-
tween Wyoming's government and the Fed-
eral Government is that in Washington
“they have proliferated to the extent where
no one can keep track of the whole thing.”

She said Wyoming's system of government
is particularly good for the State because
there are 330,000 persons in Wyoming.

“It would be folly to impose a super-
structure type of government, such as they
have in Washington, in Wyoming,” she said.

Mrs. Thomson saild that about 90 percent
of the persons who serve on State commis-
sions do so without pay.

“These Wyomingites work to support their
families, yet they volunteer their services
for their State,” she said. “They are proud
of it and to them it's an honor.”

The secretary of state, who also is on the
board of institutions and reformatories in
Wyoming, discussed a program which has re-
cently been introduced in Wyoming’s insti-
tutions.

This program 1is called reality therapy
and was introduced by Dr. Willlam Glasser,
she sald.

“Under this program, the person who is
sent to the institution is no longer asked,
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‘Why did you do this?’
‘What did you do?"”

She sald, “The point we try to stress is that
the person involved is responsible—not his
environment or anybody else—for his own
actions. This way he realizes the penal staff
has faith in him that he, himself, can do
something about his problem.”

Dr. B. D. Euchel, superintendent of the
Wyoming Industrial School in Worland,
among others, reported he finds this type of
program works particularly well, Mrs. Thom-
son sald.

As far as her political views are concerned,
Mrs. Thompson does not like to describe her-
self as a conservative or liberal Republican.

“I dislike labels,” she sald. “They give the
wrong impression.”

And she won't discuss Barry Goldwater or
reasons for his defeat.

“That 1s all in the past,” she sald. *“The
GOP needs a new view for the future. It
needs intellectual exertion to bring the con-
servative and liberal elements of the party
together.”

But what Mrs. Thomson doesn’t seem to
mind discussing is Kelth Thomson and her
children,

She has worn since 1961 a gold watch
which would have been presented to her
husband at Senate swearing-in ceremonies.

“Isn't he beautiful?” she says of her late
husband as she proudly shows his pletures
which are displayed both in her office and
at home.

“I wouldn't know what to do without
them,"” she says of her three children. “They
are everything to me.”

Mrs. Thomson skis, dances, takes tirips
and plays golf with her sons at Cheyenne's
Municipal Golf Course.

In the meantime Wyoming’s politicians are
contemplating what office Thyra will seek
next.

In all probability, Mrs. Thomson will not
say until she's ready to run and, in ladylike
fashion, will keep her political sultors guess-
ing until she's made her decision.

Instead, he is asked,

REFORM OF IMMIGRATION LAWS

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, it now
appears that I will be serving, by desig-
nation of the Vice President, as a dele-
gate to the International Telecommuni-
cations Union Plenipotentiary Confer-
ence abroad during the Senate’s consid-
eration of H.R. 2580, the companion to S.
500, a bill which I have cosponsored to
revise the immigration laws, and partic-
ularly to remove the discriminatory na-
tional origins quota system.

The Senate will, I am confident, pass
the kind of immigration reform that I
have been fighting for for many years,
and my position against any erippling
amendments and in favor of finai pas-
sage will be noted of record.

I have long felt that in the forefront
of the unfinished business of our free
society has been the urgent necessity to
eliminate the discriminatory national
origins quota system from our immigra-
tlon laws. This system, based on the
national origins of our population in
1920, says in effect that the people who
produced a Plato, a Michelangelo, a
Kosciuszko, are less welcome in America
than those who come from other parts
of the globe.

I have opposed this repugnant philos-
ophy of discrimination throughout my
public life because I do not believe that
there is any room in our society or in its
laws for discrimination of any kind. We

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

must eliminate once and for all this
degrading concept of subjecting human
beings to the indignity of being judged
on the basis of their place of birth or ra-
cial ancestry rather than on their merits
and qualifications.

One of the first bills which I intro-
duced in this session of the Congress was
a bill—S. 436—to reform our immigra-
tion laws and eliminate the national ori-
gins quota system.

I am cosponsor of S. 500, and have
testified before the Immigration Sub-
committee of the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee in its behaif as well as on behalf
of my own bill. I have also closely fol-
lowed its progress and helped as a mem-
ber of the Judiciary Committee, in
having this bill reported to the Senate
Calendar. Itis my belief that passage of
this legislation is not only of great im-
portance, but a long delayed act of jus-
tice.

LAWLESSNESS AND LAW
ENFORCEMENT

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr.
President, the newspaper Newsday, pub-
lished at Garden City, Long Island, N.Y.,
recently printed a column by the distin-
guished commentator Ralph MecGill.
The comments are solid and sensible. I
ask unanimous consent that the column
be printed in the REcoRbp.

There being no objection, the eolumn
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

LOOKING BACK
(By Ralph McGill)

In chapter 5 of “Through the Looking
Glass,” Alice and the White Queen are con-
fused. “I'm sure my memory only works
one way,” Alice remarked. “I can't remem-
ber things before they happen.”

“It's a poor memory that only works back-
wards,” the Queen remarked. The Queen
fell into confusion because in her world
time ran backwards. Time runs forward
with us—but a backward look helps.

Mail devoted to the Los Angeles riots runs
chiefly to a denunciation of “nigger lawless-
ness” and “what else can you expect from
niggers?” There will always be some of
that mentality and while one may feel sad
about those who think in such patterns, they
are outside the facts of our time. A few
letters insist that all riots are simply a mat-
ter of lawlessness, and that all one needs to
do is to enforce the law. (One could wish
it were really that simple.)

There must, of course, be enforcement of
law. And, especlally, there must be prompt
application of law to the Muslim groups,
which admittedly are committed to incite-
ment of riots and of viclence. But having
s0 sald, it is imperative that all Americans—
and perhaps more particularly southerners—
know that hard facts may not be solved by
prejudice or oversimplifications. We are
confronted with the end of an era in history.
It is, perhaps, as abrupt and harsh and as
difficult for many to accept as was the end
of slavery itself for those who had accepted
it as a way of life and as being appointed
by God himself. The thoughtful, intellec-
tually honest citizen must let his memory
run backward. He must admit to himself
what he knows to be the truth. Unless he
wants to explain the greatest social revolu-
tion of our times in terms of “nigger” or
“‘more police.”

A wall has been torn down. Some 19
million Americans have all their lives been
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on the other side of it. While on that other
side of the wall they were rarely allowed to -
vote. They were not admitted to such simple
community affairs as PTA meetings or com-
munity gatherings to discuss bond issues,
taxes, or community needs. Most of them
lived in what was called, by the thoughtless,
“niggertown.” It was a place of unpaved
streets and little muniecipal supervision,
There were separate schools and they are on
the conscience of every thoughtful American.
There was separate justice. The sheriff, the
deputy, the policeman and most courts, un-
happily became a symbol not of justice, but
of injustice.

There was precious little, or no, opportu-
nity to learn the responsibilities of voting or
of citizenship. There were few opportunities
for jobs save the most menial. There in-
evitably developed certain stereotypes of
thought—"“They are happy the way they
are.” “They are dirty, uncouth, shabby, il-
literate.” President Johnson sald of this
condition that we had “created another na-
tlon.” And so we had. Two great wars and
industrialization caused millions to leave
farms and go to the big cities of the East
and West where huge industrial complexes
offered jobs. Mechanization and automa-
tlon have now ended most “common labor.”

The big cities have the worst problem.
In the first place they have the most de-
prived persons, the most of the very poor—
the good poor and the criminal poor—the
most really illiterate, the most hoodlums,
the most hopeless. They are crowded as if
under pressure. The environment is con-
ducive to violence. The wall is down. It
will take a long time to correct the past—
to provide education, training, and opportu-
nity. There will be those who can't be
tralned. It will take time to make the poor
Negro (and the poor white) feel that the po-
liceman does not “have it in for him.”

Somehow we must mobilize the best we
have, our truest volces and the forces of in-
telligence and of civilization. But above all,
man today is called upon to be true to him-
self—not to decelve himself about what is
required of us as a people and a nation—
to know that the wall is down.

BANK MERGERS

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, in
1960 the Senate passed without a dis-
senting vote a bill that was intended
to put new restrictions upon bank merg-
ers but which did not change the fact
that the Clayton Antitrust Aet did not
apply to bank mergers. Numerous state-
ments were made on the floor of the
Senate that mergers authorized under
the Senate bill would not be subject
to the Clayton Antitrust Act. That bill
was favorably reported by the House
Banking and Currency Committee and
pa.gsed the House without a dissenting
vote.

The fact that bank mergers were not
to be controlled by the Clayton Antitrust
Act was not clearly spelled out in the
bill, although there were repeated state-
ments on the floor of the Senate that it
was the intention not to have the Clay-
ton Act apply to bank mergers. To the
surprise of all Members of the Congress
who had ftaken an interest in the bank
merger bill and all of the interested fi-
nancial institutions, the Supreme Court
held in 1963 that bank mergers were sub-
ject to the Clayton Antitrust Act. That
act, as previously construed by the Su-
preme Court, means that if there are
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two competing corporations which are
merged into one, competition has been
diminished by the merger and therefore
the merger is illegal. Incidentally, both
Justices Harlan and Goldberg united in
a dissenting opinion in which among
other things the statement was made
that no one was more surprised than the
Government lawyers that the Supreme
Court took that position.

In recent years more than 2,000 banks
have been merged, involving assets of
billions of dollars. Since there is no
statute of limitations on such mergers
they are all subject to attack by the Jus-
tice Department and if, as, and when
attacked, the merged banks cannot win
unless the Supreme Court reverses its
astounding opinion that bank mergers
are subject to the Clayton Antitrust Act.

It is apparent to all who have consid-
ered this problem that the application of
the Clayton Antitrust Act is an unneces-
sarily harsh rule for bank mergers.

The purpose and the only purpose of
the bank merger bill, which has been
pending for weeks before the House
Banking and Currency Committee and
on which apparently hearings will be con-
tinued as long as this session of the Con-
gress lasts, is to give relief to the banks
which in the past have merged in good
faith, after securing the approval of the
required banking agencies, and to provide
protection for all future bank mergers
unless the Justice Department, after all
other agencies had agreed upon the
mergers, gave notice in 30 days of its
objection.

I ask unanimous consent to have pub-
lished at this point in the REcorp an
editorial from the Wall Street Journal
of September 10, 1965, entitled “The
Measure of Difference,” indicating why
banks should be treated differently from
other corporations with respect to merg-
ers and why the pending legislation
would be a modest first step toward more
clarity in bank regulation.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

[The Wall Street Journal, Sept. 10, 1965]

THE MEASURE OF DIFFERENCE

Why should banks be treated differently
from other types of business concerns?

In essence, that's the question posed by
opponents of a bill that would limit the
Justice Department’s ability to overturn
bﬂ.nking mergers; they claim the Department
should have the same power over such merg-
ers that it does over others. Their ques-
tion, however, seems to us to be easy to
answer: Banks should be treated differently
because they are different.

That fact ought to be obvious; it has
been recognized by laws of the States and
the Nation ever since banking became a
business of some importance to the country’'s
economic well-being. By now bankers are
surrounded by a tangle of legal rules which
not only provide close control of mergers by
Federal and State banking agencles but also
impose restraints that no legislator would
think of applying to the average business-
man.

Though governmental agencies are taking
an ever-widening interest in private business
activities, for example, no agency has yet
suggested that it should take a look at the
character and finances of a fellow who wants
to set up, say, a shoe store.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

If the shoe store fails, it's a sad day mainly
for the owner and his clerks. A bank’s fall-
ure, on the other hand, would damage not
only its owners and employees but quite
possibly 1ts depositors, borrowers and anyone
else who had any dealings with the institu-
tion. More than that, one bank fallure can,
and often has, weakened public confidence in
other banks in its area.

The difference between banks and other
types of institutions, in other words, is
measured largely by the degree of public
interest.

Conslderation of the public’s interest has
done much to shape the legislative approach
to banking competition. In the business
world generally the freest possible competi-
tlon is clearly to be desired. In banking,
however, a total absence of restraints on
competition could allow an eager institution
to overexpand, to make shaky loans and
otherwise compete itself right out of busi-
ness. Such a bank could damage the public
interest in an attempt to serve it.

The need, in the banking industry, for
a somewhat different approach to competi-
tion was in the minds of Congress when
it passed the Bank Merger Act of 1960. The
committee reports indicate that the legis-
lators intended to leave decisions on banking
mergers to the Federal banking agencles:
the Federal Reserve Board, the Federal De-
posit Insurance Corporation and the Comp-
troller of the Currency.

In making such decisions, the agencles
are required to consider the possible adverse
effects on competition. But they are also
compelled to ponder the financial condition
of the banks, their earnings prospects, the
character of their management, and, cer-
tainly not least, the convenience and needs
of the community to be served.

Any merger, of course, reduces the num-
ber of banks by one. Yet at the same time
it may save a weak bank from insolvency
or, by creating a larger and more versatile
institution, provide banking services badly
needed by a fast-growing community. As
committee reports noted in 1960, a merger
sometimes can be in the public interest even
if it would result in a substantial lessening
of competition.

Soon affer the Bank Merger Act went on
the books, however, the Justice Department
began attacking a number of bank mergers
in the courts solely on the basis of com-
petition, and on a pretty restricted view of
competition at that. Since the courts have
backed the Department, banks now may have
a merger approved by a Federal bank
agency and, possibly years later, have it
thrown out by the courts. It is this situ-
ation that the pending legislation would
straighten out.

In the first place, the bill would wipe out
the past 5 years of confusion: It would vali-
date all mergers approved up to now by the
banking agencles, whether they've been
challenged by the Justice Department or not.
After all, banks entered such transactions
in the belief that Congress meant what it
sald in 1960.

After approval of any future bank merger,
the Department would have 30 days to chal-
lenge it In the courts; during that perlod
and any resulting Ilitigation, the merger
could not be consummated. Though there's
more than a little question whether the
Department should have that much power,
it would at least end completely the threat
of any future effort to unscramble a merged
bank.

As opponents of the proposed bill have
argued, such unscrambling can be handled.
But it can't be handled without a great deal
of confusion and inconvenience for the
bank’s customers—in other words, without
damaging the public.

The pending legislation, in sum, would be
a modest first step toward more clarity in
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bank regulation. If Congress bothers to
measure the Natlon's interest in a sound
banking system, it's hard to see how it could
do anything very different from that.

REA PRIZE WINNERS

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr, President,
members of the Oklahoma delegation
were fortunate to entertain again this
year the youthful winners of essay con-
tests sponsored by various rural elec-
tric cooperatives in the State. There
were some 1,500 essays prepared and
judged this year in Oklahoma, so it is
not extraordinary that the 40 winning
essays on rural electric cooperatives are
excellent. I ask unanimous consent to
have two of them printed in the Recorp
at the close of my remarks.

There being no objection, the essays
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

WHY HAVE COOPERATIVES?
(By Johnny Snyder, Dacoma, Okla.)

The lack of money is the root of much evil,
including extreme poverty, suffering without
relief, hunger pangs never eased, and youth
with no hope for a better tomorrow. This
pictures much of the world today with 10,000
Ppersons starving daily.

Already one-third of mankind lives as vir-
tual slaves under Communist governments.
Many others live under the grasping hand of
big business bent on profits. But there is a
private enterprise that must be locally owned
and controlled, because its owners must be:
those who use its services; this is our cooper-
ative way.

These cooperatives have played a big part-
in making the United States a land where
the farmer stands economically in his right-
ful place. This is also true now in Sweden,
Norway, Finland, and Denmark, which were
once very poor countries.

However, a cooperative is not always the
answer. When private industries offer the
same service at a comparable or better rate
& cooperative is not needed. Then when do
We need cooperatives? We need them when
they can provide service at a more reasonable
rate or when they can provide service that
would not otherwise be provided.

Last summer with Oklahoma 4-H people-
to-people delegation, I was privileged to visit
several European countries. From our Dan-
ish guide we learned that Denmark takes
gari:: ﬁh?emllk; the United States in many

5 c ude patterning t -
ative life from ours. P e

Today Denmark is known as a land of co-
operatives, which has been the most impor-
tant factor in the advancement of Danish
agriculture. For example, cooperative en-
terprises process 90 percent of their milk and
pork. In general their standard of living is
good.

Hungary and Czechoslovakia, the two
Communist countries we visited, make a
sharp contrast with Denmark. These are not
lands of cooperatives—no, these are lands of
socialistic community farms. As I watched
women use the ancient hoe through long
weary hours and eat their lunch in drainage
ditches, often without the comfort of even
a shade tree, I viewed a land I never want to
call my home. World history verifies that
where communism reigns, there are no citi-
zen-owned cooperatives; but where demo-
cratic freedom exists, cooperatives flourish.

Through the American Institute of Co-
operation, I learned that many countries of
the world would prefer that we guide them
in the organization of cooperatives rather
than glving the handout of food. They know
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that nothing lasting will be accomplished
until they learn to provide for themselves.

For example, government officials, en-
gineers, and technicians from 31 countries
have been visiting our rural electric cooper-
atives and our REA headquarters to get first-
hand ideas. In turn we have been sending
well-trained men to Ethiopia, Tunisia, South
Vietnam, and many Latin American coun-
tries to train their own people to develop
cooperative rural electrification for them-
selves.

Desperate people turn toward dictatorship
not always because they want to but because
they see nothing else to do. There is a better
way, and we are the ones to show the world
that way—not by guns, not by free food, but
by an educational plan to train for the co-
operative way of life.

To better understand what cooperatives
can do for the world, let us look at what they
are doing for the United States where two-
thirds of the farmers belong to one or more
cooperatives.

First, we will consider the marketing co-
operatives. Whenever a producer raises any
product for sale, he faces a marketing prob-
lem. The cooperatives—marketing grains,
cotton, and dairy products—have put mil-
lions more dollars annually into the farmers’
pockets. About one-fourth of all farm crops
are marketed cooperatively. Herbert Hoover
once said, “I see no way out for the farmer
except by cooperative marketing.”

Second, we will consider the consumer,
purchasing, or supply cooperatives. These
appeared in large numbers after World War
I. The farmers at this time were recelving
low prices for their products and paying
high prices for their purchases. Their sur-
vival as individual farmers was at stake.
Thus they began to purchase feed, seed, and
fertilizer from a wholesaler and distributing
these among themselves. Soon formally
organized cooperatives appeared. Today
three out of four farm families purchase
supplies through cooperatives. Here are
services provided at more reasonable rates.

Third, we shall consider the service or
utility cooperative with electrical coopera-
tives heading this list. By 1835 the urban
areas of the United States were enjoying
light and power provided by commercial
electric power companies while 90 percent
of the farmers remained in darkness and
powerless. Why? Because it was not
profitable for these companies to bring elec-
tricity to the sparsely populated rural areas.
However, what the profit motive could not
and would not do, the service motive of the
cooperatives did. There is much difference
between the 33 customers per mile of line
among commercial electric power companies
and the 3.3 customers of the rural electric
cooperatives. Here is a service offered by
a cooperative that would not otherwise be
provided to the sparse population in rural
areas., From 1935 to 1965, a period of only
30 years, the United States has dropped from
90 percent of her farmers being without
electricity to only 2 percent not having this
valuable light and power. The Rural
Electrification Administration and the rural
electric cooperatives have made this pos-
sible.

The coming of this light and power ranks
with the advent of modern genetics, ferti-
lizer, pesticide, and the farm tractor as one
of the five most revolutionary forces to be
introduced into agriculture during our
century. Some even say electricity tops the
list in importance.

This cooperative service has made our farm
life comparable to urban life in comfort and
convenience and gives us a way of life known
to no other average farmer of the world.

In closing let me ask, Why do the people
of the world want cooperatives? True, the
cooperative way does not offer dazzling
wealth to anyone, but it can and does pro-
vide many services at more reasonable rates
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and many others, including electrical power

in our sparsely populated farm areas, that

would not otherwise be provided. All this

contributes toward comfortable. homes,

thriving communities, and a secure country.

What more could we ask for?

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION GOOD FOR ALL
AMERICANS

(By Patsy Hill, Cotton Electric Cooperative,
Walters, Okla.)

The dream of an electrified America for all
Americans was conceived in the minds and
hearts of far-seeing men many years before
it was born. It lay there—shimmering like
foxfire—sometimes quiet—sometimes strug-
gling to be born. Even the doubters con-
ceded that electricity over the entire coun-
try would be good for all Americans, for in
this Nation the poor farmer makes the poor
businessman; poor rural communities make
poor cities; low standards for the farmer
make low standards for the Nation. So the
dream grew, matured, and burst upon the
American way of life with an impact that
has shattered forever the isolation and bleak-
ness formerly associated with rural living.
From the hand-drawn water, salt-cured meat,
lamp-1it homes, and newsless weeks, today's
farm family has graduated to the same ap-
pliances and equipment as thelr ety friends.

But the dream wasn't born without strug-
gle. There was the usual shadowy army
of scoffers and doubters In the background,
raising their usual battle cry of “It can't be
done,” as there has always been when any-
thing new and startling threatened their
complacency. Somewhere in the memory
of the dreamers must be a heroic story of
visits to influential men, telephone calls to
people in high-up places, and letters writ-
ten to government officials. There is a rec-
ord of the organizing committees—commit-
tees of dedicated workers who visited rural
homes and held meetings almost nightly to
spread the story of what could be done. In
these gatherings the longings of rural fam-
ilies came to light: the dream of having
lights, electric pumps, freezers, and the many
other advantages of electricity that their city
neighbors were enjoylng as a matter of
course,

As in most united efforts, dedication paid
off. In 1935, in an age when letters were
becoming a way of life to the people of the
United States, three new letters burst upon
the American scene—REA. These magic let-
ters meant Rural Electrification Adminis-
tration, set up by Congress to loan money to
extend electrical systems Iinto rural areas.
This all-lmportant step became an official
act of the Federal Government on May 11,
1935, by Executive order of President Frank-
lin Delano Roosevelt. It authorized a 10-
year electrification loan program, which was
extended indefinitely in 1944. Its purpose
was to make loans to qualified borrowers,
with preference to nonprofit and coopera-
tive associations, These loans were to bear
2-percent interest and were to be repald over
a maximum of 36 years. Private utility
companies were not interested, so the U.SB.
Government decided to try the rural electric
cooperative method—an old American cus-
tom—people working together for a com-
mon cause.

So, electric cooperatives were started, even
though there were many, many problems to
overcome. But it seems as though, working
together, men can accomplish anything. By
the end of the 1930's, rural people had held
meetings, discussed their problems, and
signed up as members of rural electric co-
operatives. Besides getting enough people
to sign up to make a system worthwhile,
these kilowatt ploneers had to get easements
for lines and substations, obtain land rights
from owners, and elect boards of directors.
With dependable electric service at the low-
est possible rate a nonprofit system can sup-
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ply, as a goal, each newly formed board set
up policles and hired a manager to operate
the systems they were starting to build.
Nearly half of all member-consumers in the
United States are farmers, and no one knows
better the necessity of a profit system than
the American farmer; but behind the rapid
and successful development of rural elec-
trification in the United States, lie the ef-
forts of almost 1,000 nonprofit electric sys-
tems. While a few of these were organized
as public bodies, the vast majority are con-
sumer cooperatives. To obtain capital nec-
essary to builld their electric systems, to pur-
chase poles, wire, and equipment, local co-
ops turn to the REA in Washington for loans.
These loans must be repaid with interest,
but time has proved that rural electric co-
operatives can and do pay their own way.
As a matter of fact, the repayment record
of rural electric systems is considered by
many financlers to be an all-time miracle.
Though created on small capital and big
wishes, rural electric systems have repald
their loans from the Government on sched-
ule, many making the necessary payments
plus large future payments every year. The
Cotton Electric Cooperative of Oklahoma, for
instance, paid the REA loan of $230 million
24 years in advance of its due date.

And time has proved that rural electrifica-
tion is good for all Americans., Financially,
it has brought in the greatest returns for the
smallest investment of tax dollars of any-
thing the American people have ever seen.
Large sums of money have reached the Treas-
ury of the United States in interest from co-
op loans and from co-op taxes; for while rural
electrics do not pay profit taxes, they do pay
sales, property, excise, and vehicle taxes like
any other business firm., Often they are
the largest single source of revenue from
property taxes in their countries. And added
to the taxes they pay directly, rural electrics
bring in an enormous amount of revenue in
many other ways. The electricity they supply
has given birth to scores of local enterprises,
expanded the scope of other businsses, and
vastly enlarged community payrolls. All this
has materially broadened the rural tax base,
produced badly needed public revenue, and
thus strengthened the economy of the United
States in an era when a presidential assassi-
nation has definitely rocked the ship of state,
especially in the areas of stock markets, for-
eign aid, and inflation.

The benefits of the rural power program to
all Americans are too obvious to be doubted.
Since electricity has increased the prosperity
of farmers, it has consequently improved the
prosperity of their city friends as well.
Prosperity has come as a natural result of
time-saving and more efficient manage-
ment—thanks to the rural electrification
program. Electricity now performs more
than 600 different tasks on the farm,
and has promoted the development of
all America by extending the boundaries of
modern Uving to the country’s most remote
areas., It has been instrumental in putting
American agriculture out front as the most
modern and most successful in the world.
Electricity, as dispensed by member-owned
cooperatives, has ralsed farm production to
such heights that our expanding city popu-
lation has an abundance of nutritional food
at reasonable prices. This has enabled the
people of the United States to be the best
fed in the world. The abundance of fresh
meat, eggs, and fruit in this country keeps
well-fed Americans the envy of less fortu-
nate peoples. And these farmers who
worked so hard to help themselves, have
helped their city cousins in other ways too.
In small towns and big cities everywhere,
merchants and businessmen can credit
millions of dollars in purchases to the new
rural market. Low-cost electricity is such
a boon to all Americans that rural living
in the United States today is considered the
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epitome of all that is desirable, for farm
families can now bulld and equip all-electric
homes, with electric heating, air condition-
ing, ranges, washers, dryers, television, dish-
washers, and disposal units—all because
rural electrification has given them the
wherewithal, the power, and the means to
live on a par with people anywhere.

Household equipment isn't nearly the
whole story of rural purchases either.
Large investments, like automatic dairles,
irrigation systems, electric pump units, and
grain loaders are everyday buys in today's
modern, electrified rural America.

As a direct result of electricity and mem-
ber-owned cooperatives, new enterprises
have sprung up all over previously thinly
settled areas of the country. In rural areas
where once were seen only lonely lamplit
farmhouses, today can be found modern,
flood-lighted homes, with electrically
equipped barns, stables, and chickenhouses;
large shopping centers with clothing, shoe,
and grocery stores; service statlons, garages,
motels; concrete block plants and lumber
mills; plus drive-in movies and drive-in
banks. Members of electric co-ops, as par-
ticipants in local development groups, are
helping to launch a wide range of ventures
to develop industry in rural areas and to
provide thousands of jobs for local inhab-
itants. Rural electrics are in addition help-
ing their communities to develop recrea-
tlonal areas and needed public facilities like
hospitals and water and sewage systems.
The availability of electricity in rural
schools, churches, and small communities
has helped provide equal opportunity to
many thousands of people who would other-
wise have been denied these advantages.

Yes, rural electrification has revolutionized
rural living in the United States and proved
a boon to all Americans. It has helped keep
efficient farmers on the land and made the
freedom, energy, and attainments of Amer-
ica's rural population the envy of the world.
It has increased sales, services, and revenue
of the small American community, and its
benefits have penetrated into the largest
cities. It has truly lighted a torch in
present-day America, and promises to shed
its rays even more brightly in the future; for
the future of electricity is beyond present-
day imagination. In this brilllant future,
we should see every farm home heated in
winter and cooled in summer—by electricity;
we should see famlily-sized filtration plants
that will purify farm pond water for house-
hold use—by electricity; we should see new
barn equipment that will blend feed concen-
trates with roughage and meter out the cor-
rect portion to each cow—by electricity; we
should see farm soil made more porous and
thus more absorbent—by electrical treat-
ments. These and many more unforeseeable
miracles will mean that all Americans should
live better, more productive lives—through
t?le miracle of having electricity available to
all.

S0 the REA and its member-owned coop-
eratives is a story to equal the “Arabian
Nights” tales of old. It is a modern success
story of dedicated farmers who bullt electri-
cal distribution systems that most experts
belleved and predicted were destined for
bankruptey. It is the story of a force that
has held the most efficient people on the
farms, that has supplied a large part of the
world's population with food and clothing,
that has kept capable young people on the
farm, engaged In worthwhile activities such
as FFA and 4-H work; that has brought the
American farm home into the brilliantly
lighted 20th century, with modern plumbing,
lights, appliances, television and radio, and
all the countless blessings of modern-day liv-
ing. It is the story of a force that has con-
tributed to America’s greatness In many
areas; that has insisted on progress for all
segments of American life—not just for the
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city folks, or just the country folks, or just
the industrial workers, or just the scientlsts—
but has Insisted that all Americans, big or
little, rich or poor, must have the chance that
the U.S. Constitution guarantees them—the
opportunity of freemen to advance. This
then is the story of member-owned coop-
eratives and their impact on the American
way of life—an Impact that has brought
many blessings to all Americans and made
the rest of the world aware of what concen-
trated effort and dedicated people can do
when the need is great and the dreams are
clamoring to become realities,

IRA KAPENSTEIN, POST OFFICE DE-
PARTMENT'S SUPERLATIVE PRESS
CHIEF

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President,
rarely does the general public have a
chance to hear about the performance
of the men behind the Nation’s top pol-
icy makers. The advisers and experts
who can make or break a Cabinet officer.

The retiring Postmaster General John
Gronouski is blessed with such a man
in his top press officer, Ira Kapenstein.
Ira came to the Post Office Department
from the Milwaukee Journal, where he
was as able a reporter as any I have ever
observed anywhere. It was no secret
in newspaper and political circles that
Ira Kapenstein could have had his choice
of a number of excellent newspaper op-
portunities throughout the country.

Two years ago at the age of 27 he had
mastered reporting—as a clean, erisp
writer, an astute, sharp observer, and a
serupulously fair and honest reporter.
He chose to serve his Government and
the Postmaster General John Gronouski.

As press chief to the Postmaster Gen-
eral, Kapenstein not only was responsi-
ble for the press relations of the head of
the Post Office Department, he was con-
sulted frequently on policy decision, and
he administered an excellent press sec-
tion of his own.

A few days ago in a ceremony at the
Post Office Department Ira Kapenstein
was awarded the Benjamin Franklin
Award with this citation:

To Ira Eapenstein, the architect of public
information programs and perceptive adviser
on postal policies which have had an out-
standing beneficial impact upon the Amer-
ican public. His loyalty and his selfiess de-
votion to duty have made him an asset of
inestimable value to the Postmaster General
and the postal system.

Mr. President, Ira Kapenstein richly
earned that award. He has served his
Nation well. And at the age of 29, he
faces a very bright future indeed.

GRONOUSKI APPOINTMENT AS EN-
VOY TO POLAND APPLAUDED BY
PRESS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, there
has been generally warm and enthusias-
tic approval of the appointment by
President Johnson of Postmaster Gen-
eral John Gronouski as Ambassador to
Poland, an enthusiasm which I happily
share.

I ask unanimous consent that a num-
ber of the editorials applauding the
Gronouski appointment be printed in
the Recorp at this point.

23475

There being no objection, the editori-
als were ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

[From the Eansas City (Mo.) Times,
Sept. 1, 19656]
L.B.J. SHIFTS PLAYERS IN THE Blo GAME

The administrative changes in Washing-
ton—Goldberg to the United Nations, Gro-
nouski to the Warsaw Embassy and O’Brien
to the Postmaster Generalship—are begin-
ning to sound like infield changes in a base-
ball game. L.B.J. shifts the team around,
but few players are consigned to the bench.

As a man who gets things done, Lawrence
F. O'Brien can be expected to expedite the
mail as Postmaster General. It is an enor-
mous task and a function of Government
that deals every day with hundreds of mil-
Hons of transactions affecting millions of
Americans, More and more, the Post Office
Department is concerned with computers
and the mechanics of malil delivery. O’Brien,
we predict, will retain for the Department a
touch of humanity. At the same time,
through the Eennedy years as political ad-
viser, and as the White House congressional
assistant to both John F. Kennedy and Lyn-
don Johnson, O'Brien demonstrated efficiency
and a talent for detail work.

When John A. Gronouskl visited Poland
last year, it might have been suspected that
changes were in the wind. Gronouski’s name
will not hurt him in Warsaw, and the United
States needs help there because of deterio-
rating relations. The American Vietnam pol-
icy has caused alarm among what might be
described as young Polish liberals. In that
Communist state the young identify to a
surprising degree with their Western coun-
terparts who dislike authority, engage in
peace marches and denounce the bomb.

Gronouski in Poland probably will be a
happier man than Gronouskl in the Post
Office Department. His qualifications as a
former college professor and an American-
style liberal will be more applicable.

The O'Brien-Gronouski switch has a cer-
tain logic, and it shows the Johnson touch of
producing more than one desired result in a
single transaction. The question is, who's
next?

[From the Newport News (Va.) Dally Press,
Sept. 1, 1965]
AN APPFROFPRIATE ROLE FOR GRONOUSKI

The selection of Postmaster General John
A, Gronouski to be Ambassador to Poland
was both appropriate and imaginative. It is
to a degree startling that the head of a de-
partment devoted to the delivery of the mall
should receive such a demanding diplomatic
assignment, but Mr. Gronouski has special
qualifications for his new role.

Grandson of a Polish immigrant, speaker
of the language, a director of the Pulaski
Institute, and in general the of a
large fund of knowledge in United States-
Polish relations, Mr. Gronouskli should carry
out as well as possible the President’s desire
to establish a closer, more friendly contact
with the people of Communist-dominated
Poland.

As Postmaster General, Mr, Gronouski has
not been outstanding—he has been most
often described as “adequate.’” He was
named to the job in response to a political
need for representation of people of his back-
ground in the administration; we can ex-
pect him to operate with more assurance and
more adeptness in Warsaw than in the giant

bureaucracy. Of course the nomina-
tion still has to be considered by the Senate,
but there is no apparent reason to expect it
to be overturned.

As for Mr. Johnson's choice to take over
as Postmaster General, Lawrence F. O'Brien
has established himself in two administra-
tlons as a man who can get things done. As
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legislative troubleshooter and chief liaison
man between the White House and Congress,
he has gained widespread respect in official
‘Washington.

In short, the Presldent’s latest two ap-
pointments are as promising of good results
as any he has made in the past.

[From the New York (N.Y.) Herald Tribune,
Aug. 30, 1965]

L.B.J.'s CHANGING OF THE GUARD

There must have been some red faces in
the Washington press corps when President
Johnson announced the new changes in his
official family. One correspondent recently
confided to his readers his exclusive infor-
mation that Lawrence O'Brien would leave
the White House by Labor Day for a public
relations job. Another concluded that Presi-
dent Johnson's recent reappointment of
John A, Gronouski would assure him the
Cabinet hat of Postmaster General for the
next 4 years.

The shifts announced yesterday, of course,
were motivated by something much deeper
than the President's special delight (even on
a birthday occasion) in upsetting the specu-
lations and conclusions of newspapermen.
The President disclosed some time ago his
special interest in “building bridges” to the
East. One of the key spans in any bridge
of that kind obviously is Poland. Mr. Gro-
nouski, as a close associate of President
Johnson in the Cabinet post he is now leav-
ing and as the grandson of Polish immi-
grants, is himself exceptionally qualified to
serve as a bridge between Washington and
‘Warsaw.

Mr. O'Brien’s succession to the vacated
seat gives formal Cabinet recognition to a
man who played a key role in securing con-
gressional approval of the legislative program
first advanced by President Kennedy and
then carried forward by President Johnson.
More than that, it will insure that Mr.
O’Brien’s public relations talents will remain
in the service of the Presldent and his pro-
gram for a Great Society.

[From the Philadelphia (Pa.) Inquirer,
Aug. 31, 1965]
ANOTHER CABINET CHANGE

Blowly, but steadily, the President’s Cabi-
net is becoming more personally identified
with the Johnson administration. This year
has been one of continuing transition to the
L.B.J. brand.

The appointment of Lawrence F. O'Brien
as Postmaster General increases to five the
number of Cabinet members named by Pres-
ident Johnson. Others are Attorney General
Nicholas Katzenbach, Commerce Secretary
John T. Connor, Treasury Secretary Henry
H. Fowler, and Secretary John W. Gardner
of the Health, Education, and Welfare De-
partment. In addition, U.N. Ambassador
Arthur J. Goldberg, who holds Cabinet rank,
is a Johnson appointee.

In tapping Mr. O'Brien for the Postmaster
Generalship, President Johnson has selected
one of the Inner circle of the late President
Eennedy's confidants. There seems to be
unanimous agreement in Washington that
O'Brien's ablility to get things done, as lialson
man between the White House and Congress,
has been notably efficient in both the EKen-
nedy and Johnson administrations.

The O'Brien appointment is to fill a va-
cancy created by President Johnson’s selec-
tion of John A. Gronouski to be Ambassador
to Poland. From Postmaster General to a
diplomatic post in Warsaw is a switch of
major proportions but Mr. Gronouski, the
grandson of a Polish immigrant, will take to
his new assignment a broad background of
knowledge and interest in Polish-American
relations,

The President, in announcing the Gro-
nouski appointment, gave special emphasis
to the administration’s strong desire to es-
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tablish closer contact and friendship with
the people of Poland. This is an admirable
purpose, but the objective is not an easy one.

It was 26 years ago this week that Hitler’s
invasion of Poland touched off the Second
World War. Although the Nazi war machine
was defeated 6 years later, Poland did not
taste the victory. For two decades the Polish
people have suffered under Communist dom-
ination. In recent years some measure of
autonomy has been evident in Poland but it
remains a Sovlet satellite,

We are certain, beyond any doubt, that the
fires of freedom stlll burn bright in the
hearts of the Polish people. We want them
to know of America’s continuing hope that
a completely free and independent Poland
will become not merely a dream but a reality
in the not too distant future.

Getting this message across to the people
of Poland, while conducting relations with
the Communist-controlled Polish Govern-
ment, will be a difficult exercise in diplomacy
requiring the best that Mr. Gronouskl can
give to the task,

[From the New York (N.Y.)
American, Aug. 31, 1965]
L.B.J.'s JACKPOT

In appointing his ace assistant, Lawrence
F. O'Brien, to be Postmaster General, and in
naming John A. Gronouskl, the incumbent,
as Ambassador to Poland, President Johnson
has demonstrated once more his superb
mastery of politics in the highest meaning
of that word.

The elevation of Larry O'Brien to a
Cabinet post is a deserved recognition of his
talents as an organizer and director of vic-
torious election campaigns, as an astute
liaison with Congress, and as a presidential
adviser who held the respect of John F.
EKennedy, as he is granted it now by L.B.J.

As a holdover from the EKennedy admin-
istration, Mr. O’Brien has not been, at least
technically, a member of the Johnson White
House team. That is another indication of
the value the President places on, in LB.J.'s
words, his “strong right arm.”

There Is plenty of precedent for Presi-
dential appointment of close political advis-
ers as Postmaster General. Mr. O'Brien,
who thrives on hard work, can be counted
on to give the job a full measure of his in-
telligence and energy.

The choice of Mr. Gronouskl, grandson
of a Polish immigrant, is a natural. Per-
haps the best way to sum it up is to quote
a news story out of Warsaw, saying the ap-
pointment is met with “widespread satisfac-
tion.”

Journal

[From the Springfield (Mass.) Union, Aug.
31, 1965]
AN Envoy WELL CHOSEN

The task of cultivating understanding be-
tween the peoples of Poland and the United
States shapes up as a difficult one—simply
because this Nation’s image has deep roots
in Poland, and there always has been a great
warmth of feelilng between the two peoples.
But President Johnson’s appointment of
Postmaster General John Gronouski as Am-
bassador to Poland promises to make strong
ties stronger—whether the powers that be
in Warsaw like it or not.

Mr. Gronouski—who succeeds John Moors
Cabot, a career Foreign Service officer, now
to be reassigned—would have been an ex-
cellent choice under any circumstances,
Grandson of a Polish Immigrant, he holds
a doctor of philosophy degree in economics
and taught at several colleges before joining
the Wisconsin tax department. He is re-
garded as an expert in public finance and
international economics, and has made a
study of Polish customs and history. As
U.S. Postmaster General, he visited Poland
in 1964. His Interest in foreign affairs and
his talent for administration—displayed in
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economies and job improvements within the
Post Office Department—should also serve
the new Ambassador well,

There have been few times in history
when diplomacy has been as important to
peace as it 1s today. In fact, the problem
facing the world is the more serious be-
cause in this nuclear age the alternative to
peace could become the destruction of man-
kind. President Johnson hopes that the
achievement of Gemini V will encourage na-
tions to feel a unity of purpose, in space
and on earth. The prospective travels of
the astronauts to other countries will cast
them in the role of ambassadors of good
will. Similarly, it is important to promote
feelings of kinship at every opportunity
through the regular channels of interna-
tional contact.

The personal magnetism of John Gronou-
ski impressed people who met him last April
when he visited greater Springfield as Post-
master General. The transplanting of that
quality and others from the Cabinet post
to the ambassadorship of Poland was a well-
considered move.

[From the Federal Times, Sept. 8, 1965]

Unions ExXPRESS REGRET AT GRONOUSKI

TRANSFER

WASHINGTON —John Gronouskl is an in-
formal man with a pipe and a gravel voice
and a willingness to go to the people and talk
with them.

His unaffected interest in the well-being
of the 600,000 men and women who work for
the Post Office Department won him the
confidence of the postal unions.

Employee leaders expressed their regret at
his leave taking, wished him well on his new
assignment and adopted a wait-and-see atti-
tude about the incoming Postmaster General,
Lawrence F. O'Brien.

Francis S. Filby, administrative alde for
the United Federation of Postal Clerks, said
of Gronouski: “His door was always open;
he never denied us the opportunity to present
our views.”

His union and others had had disagree-
ments with the Department, Filbey said, but
it was possible to negotiate differences and
sometimes obtain a compromise on certain
issues, he said.

Legislative Representative Patrick J.
Nilan of the Postal Clerks described Gronou-
ski as “the most outstanding Postmaster
General in the last 156 or 20 years.” Nilan
sald Gronouski “recognized the human ele-
ment and was understanding and honest.”

Nilan sald he expects “no sharp change”
in relations with the Department under
O'Brien.

Jerome J. Keating, president of the Na-
tional Association of Letter Carriers, sald
Gronouski is a “conscientious man who ap-
plied himself well.” O'Brien’s policies “re-
main to be seen,” EKeating sald.

Floyd E. Huffman, president of the Na-
tional Rural Letters Assoclation, sald his
group “looks forward to working with Mr.
O'Brien.”

NRLCA Secretary John W. Emeigh sald
Gronouski was *“the best all-around Post-
master General.” He sald that “the mark
of his service will be his contributions to
the fleld of labor-management relations; he
tried to help the employees understand what
the Department’s policies were all about.”

Henry J. Stoffer, president of the National
League of Postmasters, agreed that Gronou-
ski “is very easy to talk to.” He gave “an
important role in management to the post-
masters,” Stoffer sald.

He described O'Brien as “an astute poli-
ticlan" who is aware of “the political scene
in the post office” as well as “the need for
service to the public.” Stoffer expressed
confidence in O'Brien's ability.

John P. Snyder, executive director of the
National Assoclation of Postmasters, sald
that Gronouski “made a wonderful Post-
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master General” and expressed his congratu-
lations at the new appointment as ambas-
sador.

He sald his organization is as willing to
work with O’Brien as it was with Gronouski.

Sidney A. Goodman, president of the Na-
tional Postal Union, pald Gronouski a com-
pliment for his “frank and open attitudes”
and his willingness to hear union views.

He agreed that O’Brien would come under
close scrutiny by the unions during his first
months in ofice. NPU, he said, will be walt-
ing to learn O'Brien’s attitude on a number
of things, matters affecting employees.

Frederick J. O'Dwyer, president of the
National Assoclation of Postal Supervisors,
expressed his appreciation for Gronouski’s
“interest in things affecting the upper and
middle levels, which include most of our
members.”

He said he is “sorry to see him go” but
agreed that O'Brien is a capable man for the
job.

[From the Hartford (Conn.) Courant, Aug.
31, 1965]

A New POSTMASTER AND AMBASSADOR TO
PoLAaND

Whatever other merits the appointment
of John A. Gronouski as Ambassador to Po-
land may have, it is a break in the Johnson
habit of appointing close friends and Texans
to high posts. One might almost say the
same thing about the appointment of Law-
rence F. O’Brien to be Postmaster General,
except that the latter has been working
closely with the President since the death of
President Kennedy, and has been Mr. John-
son's liaison man with Congress.

At least four of Mr. Johnson's appoint-
ments have been individuals who have
served the Johnson family privately: Leon-
ard Marks, new Information Agency head,
served the Johnson family as attorney.
Sheldon Cohen, new Commissioner of In-
ternal Revenue, was the President’s personal
adviser on income taxes. Edward Clark,
now Ambassador to Australia, and Abe For-
tas, now Justlce of the Supreme Court have
also served as personal advisers to the Presi-
dent,

In addition to these, there is quite a bag
of Texans filling top spots. These include,
among others, Adm. William F. Rayburn, of
Decatur, Tex., now head of Central Intelli-
gence, and Lloyd Hand, former president of
the University of Texas and now Chief of
Protocol in the State Department.

There are others, all of them reflecting the
rather circumscribed area of the President's
interests. There is nothing inherently
wrong with this, but one can only remember
the simple day when the then President
Truman was criticized severely for appoint-
ing a crony, Maj. Gen. Harry Vaughn, as his
military aide. The Government is now being
filled with friends of the President, although
he has made some splendid nonpolitical ap-
pointments.

When he assumed office, he had at his
disposal a reservoir of brains and skills be-
queathed to him by the late President Ken-
nedy. Durlng the past 8 months, these men
have gradually been drifting from Govern-
ment, so that Mr. Johnson found himself
with more vacancies than men avallable to
fill them. It is only natural, then, that he
should look to his immediate friends, some
like Abe Fortas, who were loath to leave
private life.

His appointment of John A. Gronouski
was particularly fitting, and it is hoped that
he will be able to builld the bridges between
this country and Poland, traditionally a
friend of the United States.

[From the Miami (Fla.) News, Aug, 31, 1965]
L.B.J.'s LATEST SURPRISES

President Johnson's surprise cholce of
Postmaster General John Gronouski, the
grandson of a Polish immigrant, to be our

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

new Ambassador to Poland is an excellent
one. Not only will all Americans of Polish
descent be pleased, but our relations with
Poland, always friendly, should be strength-
ened despite the fact the country is a cap-
tive of Soviet communism.

The President’s confidence in Mr. Gronou-
skl is evident when you consider that the
‘Warsaw Embassy is one of the most sensitive
in the world, since it is there that the
United States maintains its only contact
with Red China.

To succeed Mr. Gronouski as Postmaster
General, the President has also chosen well.
His legislative alde, Lawrence O'Brien, strong
on efficlent organization, will move up to the
Cabinet as head of the postal service, where
organization talent is always in demand.

Both Mr. Gronouskl and Mr. O'Brien were
first chosen by the late President John F.
Eennedy and were kept on by Mr. Johnson.
Both have served with distinction and will
have opportunity for even greater service
in their new posts.

[From the Nashville (Tenn.) Tennessean,
Aug. 31, 1965]
Two ABLE PUBLIC SERVANTS REWARDED BY
PRESIDENT

President Johnson selected wisely when he
named Mr, John Gronouski the new Ambas-
sador to Poland and placed Mr. Lawrence
O’Brien in the Cabinet as Postmaster Gen-
eral succeeding Mr. Gronouski.

These nominations by Mr. Johnson are
far more than political rewards to political
friends. Both Mr. Gronouski and Mr. O'Brien
are able men. They come from different sec-
tions of the Nation—even as thelr ancestors
came to America from different parts of the
world—and they come from different back-
grounds. But each in his own way repre-
sents the very best that the American politi-
cal system can develop and offer in the way
of public servants,

Mr. Gronouski—actually it is Dr.
Gronouski, by virtue of a Ph. D, earned at the
University of Wisconsin—is an intellectual
who was a college professor before he entered
government service at the State level. Presi-
dent Eennedy picked him to be Postmaster
General—the last Cabinet appointment he
made before his assassination.

As Postmaster General he was a candid
critic of the bureaucracy in his Department,
once commenting that he was surprised
that he ever got a letter mailed to him. He
worked to shake his Department out of its
lethargy—and to some degree he was suc-
cessful.

His name, his candor, and his strong will
will make him an effective voice for his Na-
tion in the country from which his grand-
father immigrated to America.

Mr. O'Brien’s life has always been involved
in the world of politics and public relations.
As a child he worked with his father, an
Irish hotelkeeper in Boston, in ward
politics. In 1950 Mr. O'Brien saw a flash of
great promise in a young congressman from
Massachusetts. He selected Mr. Kennedy and
dedicated all his efforts to helping make him
the President. He was with Mr, Eennedy
all the way—even to the end at Dallas.

After President Kennedy was elected in
1960 Mr. O'Brien reportedly had hoped he
would be Postmaster General, But the
President needed his talents elsewhere—in
the area of legislation. And so Mr. O'Brien
went to work on the White House staff, striv-
ing to push through a sometimes stubborn
Congress, the New Frontier program.

He worked diligently—even courageously.
His job was never easy. Much of the pro-
gram came into law after Mr. Eennedy's
death.

President Johnson—who has a telling way
with Congress—graciously paid great tribute
to Mr. O'Brien for his work in getting the
Eennedy-Johnson legislative program en-
acted.
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Neither of the two new appolntees was
originally a “Johnson man.” Neither came
to Washington to serve the man from Texas.
But when Mr. Johnson came to the White
House both demonstrated loyalty to his ad-
ministration, They put their best talents
to work to help make Mr. Johnson's presi-
dency a success.

There is every reason to believe that both
would have continued to serve in their jobs—
or would have vacated their jobs if Mr. John-
son had desired it. The President has
promoted them. And even the most severe
critics of the administrations will be hard
pressed to find fault with these appoint-
ments which show politics to be, not a “dirty
business” but a most worthwhile business
because it offers able men the opportunity
to give high service to their country.

[From the Baltimore (Md.), Sun, Aug. 31,
1965]

BriDGING WITH A FLAIR

President Lyndon Johnson has raised the
ratio of career ambassadors to political ones
Irom two to one to three to one in the past
2 years. This has been good for State De-
partment morale and good for the Nation's
interests overseas. It has also tended to over-
shadow the care and imagination the Presi-
dent has used in selecting noncareerists.

On Sunday the President named Postmas-
ter General John Gronouski to be Ambassa-
dor to Poland, an appointment that is an
excellent example of imagination and care.

Mr. Gronouski is a highly esteemed public
servant. He has been adequate in his present
job, one in which “adequate” is an adjective
of high praise. He has been a teacher of eco-
nomics and banking and the tax commission-
er In his native Wisconsin, earning praise
and respect. This record and his interest in
international finance are recommendations
enough for his new job. But there is more.

He is the grandson of a Polish immigrant,
a director of the Pulaski Foundation, a speak-
er of the language.

Last year the President promised to bulld
bridges to Eastern Europe. To be precise,
what is needed is bridge rebullding, certainly
in the case of Poland, As the President sald
Sunday, part of Mr. Gronouski's job is to
strengthen the “deep and historic bond" be-
tween the two countries.

The choice of a Polish-American who rose
to the top in this country as a public servant
is bridge rebuilding with a flair.

WISCONSIN INCORPORATION OF
NATIONAL FARMERS HALL OF
FAME

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, As-
semblyman Milton McDougal, of Wiscon-
sin, has forwarded to me the certificate
of incorporation of a remarkable Wis-
consin group. It has been established
not for profitmaking, but for a purpose
urgently needed in this country: “To
form a nonprofit, educational institution,
to honor, elevate, and enhance the image
and status of the American farmer.”

Mr. President, on a day when we have
been debating the Nation’s farm bill and
considering a program for the most basic
and essential producer in America—and
I might add both the most economically
depressed and the most efficient producer
in this country, such an organization is
mighty welcome.

MILWAUKEE'S CY RICE, A GREAT
REPORTER

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, Cy
Rice of the Milwaukee Sentinel, has for
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many years been one of Wisconsin's
most respected and competent political
reporters. He has been the kind of driv-
ing, inquisitive, persistent reporter who
could elicit a fruitful interview from &
granite statue.

But he has always been a responsible
reporter. His articles have been scrupu-
lously fair to both Republicans and
Democrats.

Cy Rice has not only been a great re-
porter. He is a man with a delightful
sense of humor. One of the best known
and most beloved political characters in
our State is Duffy J. Guffey, Cy Rice’s
fictitious brainechild who has opined in
Sentinel columns for years at Herman's
Heist about the vagaries of Milwaukee
and Wisconsin politics.

A few days ago Cy Rice—having
reached the age of 65, retired. And Mil-
waukee and Wisconsin newspaper report-
ing will never be the same without him.

Of course Cy has many more years of
useful service in many capacities. He is
not only a political expert. He has been
a theater reviewer and a man of many
and diverse interests.

I ask unanimous consent that a recent
article from the Milwaukee Sentinel
about Cy Rice and his refirement be
printed at this point in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

[From the Milwaukee (Wis.) Sentinel,
Sept. 3, 1965]
C¥ RIcE, SENTINEL PoLITICAL WRITER, RETIRES;
ENDS 43 YEARS AS NEWSMAN
(By Harvey Schwandner)

Around midnight Thursday, Cy Rice
yanked a cover over his typewriter in the
Milwaukee Sentinel city room and strode off
to retirement.

He is 65 and he feels it in his bones. That's
the way he puts it and he should know.

Cy Rice has put in almost 43 years in the
news and communications business. He is
one of Wisconsin’s most widely known news-
papermen.

For years he has covered politics with a
hard and sometimes cynical eye. He has also
covered the theater with deep affection, in-
sight and knowledge.

He has covered most of the runs in our
town at one time or another, He has a host
of friends outside the city room as well as in
it. He knows who has the answers and he
knows how to get stories when the young-
sters fall on their faces.

Cy Rice is one of the few remaining charac-
ters in our profession. He has the capacity
to almost destroy a typewriter with a scowl
when he is working on a difficult story.
Sometimes he grumbles to his machine when
the words do not come just right.

When it is necessary to roar at a missing
copy boy, he can do it with the best of them,
in a volce composed of gravel and cinders.

A 100-percent Irishman, Cy has a sense of
humor that goes deep.

Some years ago he invented a character,
Duffy J. Guffey, “Milwaukee’s alderman at
large,” a portly fellow with a scowl, a fat cigar
and a bowler hat.

Mr. Guffey, according to Rice, held forth
at Herman's Helst on Meinecke Avenue,.

When Guffey was not putting away boiler-
makers and helpers, he spewed forth wisdom
on issues of the day and the general sins of
political life.

Politicians read the word from Guffey with
delight and sometimes twinges. The reason—
sometimes the barbs hit home.
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Rice’s love of the Irish and Ireland moved
him some years ago to visit the land of his
ancestors, He tramped over much of the
country and came back feeling refreshed.

Rice lives with his wife, Cleo, at T73 North
Prospect Avenue,

Cy Rice has a law degree but he has never
practiced law. He studled law at Marquette
University while working nights at the Sen-
tinel.

Just why he never quit the newspaper
business to go into law has never been ex-
plained completely by Barrister Rice and it's
a bit late to push the matter now.

When Cy retires, he is going to put more
effort into his only hobbies—reading and
walking. He will also continue to write a
weekly column for the Sentinel on the thea-
ter and literature.

And if Rice should happen to bump into
Duffy J. Guffey on Meinecke Avenue and take
a few notes, you just might see that in
print, too.

THE STAMP ACT CONGRESS

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, last
week the distinguished Senator from
Virginia [Mr. RoBerTsoN] spoke in sup-
port of House Joint Resolution 598, a
measure to authorize the President to
issue a proclamation commemorating
the 200th anniversary of the Stamp
Act Congress of October 1765. This
resolution was introduced in the House
of Representatives by the Honorable
Jorn O. MagrsH, of Virginia. It was
passed by the House on August 26. I
commend the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. RoBerTsoN] and Representative
MarsH for their efforts to insure that
this significant event receives appro-
priate recognition on its 200th anniver-
sary. I join them in support of House
Joint Resolution 598, and I hope it will
be promptly reported and passed by
the Senate. As the Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. RoBerTson] has stated:

That Congress was a milestone in our fight
for independence.

The Stamp Act Congress was strong
evidence that the sturdy citizens in the
American Colonies were willing to
move—even at great personal sacrifice—
to resist any infringement of their rights.
It is indeed appropriate for this Con-
gress to authorize the President to
commemorate the Stamp Act Congress
which declared opposition to taxation
without representation and trail by
admiralty courts without a jury. It is
timely because today the United States
is assisting many less fortunate nations
in the struggle for freedom and there
surely is a lesson to be learned from the
sacrifices of our forebears.

During a recent Senate prayer
breakfast, I noted the many sacrifices
and ideals of those American patriots
who, during the Continental Congress,
endorsed the principle of unalienable
rights of “life, liberty, and the pursuit of
happiness.” Although this Congress
which adopted the Declaration of
Independence met 11 years after the
Stamp Act Congress, the ideals of
patriotism, freedom, and honor were the
motivating forces at both of these signi-
ficant events.

For this reason, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that excerpts from
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my address “The Shield of Freedom,” be
printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

THE SHIELD OF FREEDOM

We are gathered to pay observance to the
ideals and sacrifices of the patriots who
formally proclaimed our struggle for inde-
pendence 189 years ago in the city of Phila-
delphia. Those men of the Continental
Congress who endorsed the principle of the
unalienable rights of *“life, liberty, and the
pursuit of happiness” launched a revolution
whose echoes we again hear throughout the
world.

This Is the true political and soclal revo-
lution of our times—the revolution of the
American proposition that the frults of this
life are best secured by freedom and that
freemen are capable of creating their own
destinies.

As we glory in our freedom, we should re-
flect not only on those who gave their lives in
the Revolution and in intervening wars but,
also, on this question:

What sort of men were the 56 Members
of the Continental Congress, who pledged
their “lives, fortunes, and sacred honor,”
even while a British fleet was at anchor in
New York Harbor?

We know that, on July 4, 1776, Thomas
Jefferson’s shining document was adopted
without a dissenting vote, and that John
Hancock signed 1t as President of Congress.

‘We recall, too, that 4 days later, on July 8,
1776, “freedom was proclaimed throughout
the land.”

The Declaration of Independence was or-
dered engrossed on parchment. August 2,
1776, was set for its formal signing by the
56 Members of Congress.

We must not overlook the fact that the ac-
tual signing of such a document, under Brit-
ish or any other law of the time, was a formal
act of treason against the Crown. Bus every
Member eventually—some were absent on
August 2—yes, every Member saventually
slgned in spite of the consequences.

So, the question is pertinent: What hap-
pened to the men who signed the Declaration
of Independence? Few people know the
terrible penalties that many of the signers
were made to pay. We are indebted to the
American Legion magazine for the vivid story
in its July issue which gives us answers,

We are reminded that, for rebels, the 56
Members of Congress who signed the Declara-
tion of Independence, were a strange breed.
Almost all of those signers had a profusion
of the “lives, fortunes, and sacred honor”
they pledged.

Ben Franklin was the only really old man
among them; 18 were still under 40, and 3
still in their twenties. Twenty-four were
Jurists and lawyers. Eleven were merchants
and nine were landowners or rich farmers.
The others were doctors, ministers, or politi-
cians.

With only a few exceptions, llke Samuel
Adams—whom well-wishers furnished a new
suit so he might be presentable in Congress—
the 56 Members of the Continental Congress
were men of substantial property.

All but two had families, and the majority
were men of education and cultural standing.
In general, each came from what would now
be called the power structure of his home
Btate. Actually, the Members of that Con-
gress—the signers—had security as few men
had it in the 18th century.

Each had far more to lose from revolution
than he had to gain from 1t, except where
principle and honor were concerned. It was
principle—not property—that brought those
men to Philadelphia. In no other light
the American Revolutlon be understood.
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The Legion magazine story reminds us
that John Hancock, who had inherited a
great fortune and who already had a price
of £500 on his head, signed the Declaration
of Independence parchment in enormous let-
ters, s0, as he sald, “His Majesty could now
read his name without glasses and could now
double the reward.”

Benjamin Franklin said, as our history
books tell us, “Indeed, we must all hang to-
gether. Otherwise, we shall most assuredly
hang separately.”

The signers knew what they risked. The
penalty for treason was death by hanging.

Stephen Hopkins, of Rhode Island, was &
man past 60 and signed with a shaking hand.
But he snapped, “My hand trembles, but my
heart does not.”

These men were all human, and therefore
fallible. Perhaps, as Charles Thomson once
admitted, the new Nation was “wholly in-
debted to the agency of Providence for its
successful issue.” But I agree with the au-
thor of the story in the Legion magazine,
“whether America was made by Providence
or men, these 56, each in his own way, rep-
resented the genius of the American people
then already making something new on this
continent.

“Whatever else they did, they formalized
what had been a brush-popping revolt and
gave it life and meaning, and created a new
nation, through one supreme act of courage.”

Most of the 56 members of the Continental
Congress who signed the Declaration of In-
dependence were later called reluctant
rebels. Most of them had not wanted trou-
ble with the British Crown. But when they
were caught up in it, they had willingly
pledged their lives, their fortunes, and their
sacred honor for the sake of their country.

It was no idle pledge. Of the 56 who
signed that noble document, 9 died of
wounds or hardships during the Revolu-
tionary War.

Five were captured and imprisoned, in
each case with brutal treatment.

Several lost wives, sons, or family. One
lost his 13 children. All were, at one time
or another, the victims of manhunts, and
driven from their homes.

Twelve signers had their houses burned.
Seventeen lost everything they had.

Not one defected or went back on his
pledged word.

Their honor and the Nation they did so
much to create are still intact.

But, as the author wrote in the Legion
magazine, “freedom, on that first Fourth of
July, came high.”

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO
MONDAY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today, it
stand in adjournment until 12 o’clock
noon on Monday next.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ACT OF
1965

The Senafte resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 9811) to maintain farm
income, to stabilize prices and assure
adequate supplies of agricultural com-
modities, to reduce surpluses, lower Gov-
ernment costs and promote foreign trade,
to afford greater economic opportunity
in rural areas, and for other purposes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Montana will state it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, am
I correct in believing that, on the basis
of the unanimous-consent agreement
which the Senate entered into earlier
this afternoon, the time limitation will
start at the conclusion of the prayer
after the opening of business on Monday
next?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Chair.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL. MONDAY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate at this time, I move, pur-
suant to the order previously entered,
that the Senate adjourn until Monday
next at noon.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 3
o’clock and 17 minutes p.m.) the Senate,
under the order previously entered, ad-
journed until Monday, September 13,
1965, at 12 o’clock meridian.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate September 10 (legislative day
of September 8), 1965:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Raymond A, Hare, of West Virginia, a For-
eign Service officer of the class of career am-
bassador, to be an Assistant Secretary of
State.

Charles Frankel, of New York, to be an As-
sistant Secretary of State,

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Dr. Gustav Ranis, of Connecticut, to be
Assistant Administrator for Program Coor-
dination, Agency for International Develop-
ment.

INTERNATIONAL BANK FOR RECONSTRUCTION
AND DEVELOPMENT

Bernard Zagorin, of Virginia, to be U.S.

Alternate Executive Director of the Inter-

national Bank for Reconstruction and De-

velopment for a term of 2 years and until
his successor has been appointed.

UnNITED NATIONS

Charles W. Yost, of New York, to be the
deputy representative of the United States
of America to the United Nations with the
rank and status of Ambassador Extraordi-
nary and Plenipotentiary, and a deputy rep-
resentative of the United States of America
in the Security Council of the United Na-
tions.

James Roosevelt, of California, to be the
representative of the United States of Amer-
ica on the Economic and Social Council of
the United Nations.

Mrs. Eugenie Anderson, of Minnesota, to
be the representative of the United States
of America on the Trusteeship Council of the
United Nations.

WoRrLD HEALTH ORGANIZATION

Dr. James Watt, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be the representative of the United
States of America on the Executive Board of
the World Health Organization.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

John A. Gronouski, of Wisconsin, to be

Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten-

tiary of the United States of America to
Poland.
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UniTED NaATIONS

James M. Nabrit, Jr., of the District of
Columbia, to be a Deputy Representative of
the United States of America in the Security
Council of the United Natlons.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Sldney O. Smith, Jr.,, of Georgla, to be
U.B. district judge for the northern district
of Georgia.

Richard E. Eagleton, of Illinois, to be U.S.
attorney for the southern district of Illinois
for the term of 4 years.

George M. Stuart, of Alabama, to be U.S.
marshal for the southern district of Alabama
for the term of 4 years.

SENATE

MonDAY, SEPTEMBER 13, 1965

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
and was called to order by the Presi-
dent pro tempore.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D. offered the following
prayer:

Eternal God, in whose peace our rest-
less spirits are quieted, from the flicker-
ing torches of our own understanding
into Thy holy light, we would lift the
difficult decisions of the public service
which are focused within these walls,

In the brooding silence of this still mo-
ment may the open windows of faith
flood our darkness with the radiance of
the eternal, that in Thy sunshine's blaze
this toiling day may brighter, fairer be.

We give Thee thanks for all inter-
preters of Thy mind who, with brush or
pen, or winged words, bring even one
more syllable of reality, one more gleam
of the ftruth which makes men free.
Clothe our failing flesh, we beseech Thee,
with Thy renewing grace as now we bring
our incompleteness to Thy completeness.
Grant us the vision to meet and match
the vast designs of this glorious and
challenging day that we may keep step
with the drumbeat of Thy truth which is
marching on.

In the dear Redeemer’'s name we lift
our prayer. Amen.

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ACT OF
1965

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, the Chair lays before
the Senate the unfinished business.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 9811) to maintain farm
income, to stabilize prices and assure
adequate supplies of agricultural com-
maodities, to reduce surpluses, lower Gov-
ernment costs and promote foreign trade,
to afford greater economic opportunity in
rural areas, and for other purposes.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
yield myself 1 minute on the bill. I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Friday,
September 10, 1965, be dispensed with.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.
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